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The problem. Learning disabled students acquire or 
use written language skills less efficiently than non- 
siabled students. Specific intervention~ are needed to 
facilitate written language acquisition for the learning 
disabled. 
Procedure. Eighteen learning disabled students in 
grades three through SAX were involved in a study to 
investigate the effects of specific strategy training on 
their written language skills. A three-group planned-match 
design was employed to determine the possible effects of 
strategy training under the contrasting conditions of 
teacher direction and self-direction. The standard- 
intervention group served as the control group and did not 
receive strateqy training. The teacher-directed group was 
involved in strateqy training and was monitored during 
strategy use by the teacher. The self-dlrected group 
received strategy training as well as guidelines to self- 
monitor strategy use. The purpose of this group was to 
determine if learning disabled students could employ the 
metacognltive skills of self-questions and self-statements 
to guide strategy use and to determine if there was a 
difference between teacher directed and self-directed 
strateqy use. 
Findings. Pre and post tests were administered and 
immediate gain factors were reported based on the Test of 
Written Language (TOWL) total and subtest scores. Anecdotal 
observations of writing behaviors were also collected. 
Students who were trained in writing strategies performed 
better in general on the TOWL than students who were not 
trained in strategy use. Students who learned to mon~tor 
their own strategy use showed greater gains than students 
whose strategy use was rnonltored by the teacher. 
Recommendations. The applicat~on of cognitive 
strategies to academic areas is viable focus for continued 
s t u d y .  
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 
Statenent of the Problem 
The ability to shape language into meaningful uclts 
an2 to record it ln clear and precise written forn remalns 
the most elusive of the language arts. P?ritten expression 
is the last of the languaqe arts to develop, preceded by 
listening, speakrnq, and reading, and it 1s an area In 
which even the most efficient learner may have difficulty 
surpassing a minln~un: standard of proficiency. For the 
Learnlng disabled student, the complex, rnultldi~ensional 
demands of writing may be compounded by a lack of 
prerequisite languaqe abilities. Lerner sugqests that 
students wlth specific learning dlsabilitses brsng less 
language proficiency to the writing situation than non- 
learnlng dlsabled students and are less llkely to benefit 
I from opportun~ties to learn to write. As a result, the 
learning disabled child 1s unllkely to achleve proficiency 
ln written language without specific ~ntervention. SpcclEsc 
azZ effective interventions are needed to facilitate the 
acqulsltlon of written language skills by learning dlsabled 
students. What are such effective interventions? 
Janet W. Lerner, Children with Learning Disabllitlft. 
- 
2nd ed. (Boston: Houghto~ Mlfflln, 1976), 221. 
Written language deficits in learning disabled (LD) 
students have been documented by several sources. Myklebust 
noted LD students worked more slowly and had more spelling 
1 errors than non-LD students. Furthermore, he found LD 
students wrote fewer total number of words wlth fewer words 
per sentence and were significantly less competent in the 
areas of ideation and syntax than non-LD students. Alley 
and Deshler noted the LD student's limited vocabulary, 
inability to organize ideas, and high frequency of 
2 
mechanical errors. A high rate of spelling errors was 
also found by Hemreck during a study of LD students in 
grades three through six. 3 Poteet's findings indicate LD 
students write half as many words as non-LD students, with 
more omissions and punctuation errors than their non- 
handicapped peers. Learning disabled students appear to 
be less successful in attaining written language skills 
than non-learnlng disabled students. 
I Helmer R. Nvklebust, Studies of Normal and 
Exceptional children, vol. . 2 of Development and Disorders 
of Written Language (New York: Grune and Statton, 1973), 86. 
L Gordon R. Alley and Donald D. Deshler, Teachln~ the 
Learning Disabled ~doiescent : Strategies and' Methods 
(Denver: Love, 1979), 16. 
3 L. Hermreck, "A Comparison of the Written Languaqe 
of Learning Disabled and Non-Learnlng Disabled Elementary 
Children Using the Inventory of Wrltten Expression and 
Spelling" ((MS, Univ. of Kansas, 19791, 3. 
4 James A. Poteet, Characteristics of Plritten 
Expression of Learning Disabled and Kon-Learninq Disable2 
Elernentarv School Students (ERIC. ED 159 830. 19781 . 7. 
Rationale 
Recent probes into the nature and extent of learrilng 
disahlllties provide interesting new options to explore 
ln facllltating written expression for the learning dlsabled 
student. Increasingly, studies focus on how the learning 
dlsabled child approaches a problem. Results from this 
type of ~nquiry may provlde information regarding the 
cognitive behaviors that a learning disabled chlld employs 
during the process of learning a skill. 
Torgesen suggests that the learning disabled c h ~ l d  
remains rerncvzd from the learning process and fails to 
become actively involved in the task. 'The learnlng 
disabled child 1s an inactive learner and rs unaware of 
both the response which is expected and the information 
that is available In the learnlnq situation. The optma1 
instructional focus for the learning dlsabled child, 
therefore, 1s one that actively lnvolves the learner. 
One approach that has been successful in actlvely 
involving the LD student in the learning situation 1s the 
learning strategies approach developed by Alley and 
Dcshler. Alley and Deshler define learnlng strateqles as 
"techniques, principles, or rules that wlll facilitate the 
acquisition, nanlpulatlon, integration, storage, and 
Joseph K. Torgesen, "The Role of XonsnecrElc Factors 
In the Task Performance of L e a r n l n q  D ~ s a b E e d  Cklliircn: -1. 
Theoretical t?,ssessment," Journal of Lcsrnlnq Disabilities 
10 (1977) : 27. 
and retrieval of information across situations and 
settings. "l Strategies are ways to approach learning 
situations and to confront the demands of a learning task 
with a high probability of some type of resolution. 
Strategies are 'attack' devlces and virtually negate 
passivity and apathy because of the personal involvement of 
the learner during the confrontation. The learner 
purposely plans a means of attack and sets out to conquer 
the learning task. Effective learning strategies are 
durable, reusable, and consistently productive. Their 
usefulness lies not in providing a specific answer but in 
illuminating the way toward a solution time after tlme. 
Further insights into the cognitive behavior of 
learning Zisabled students are being offered by researchers 
from the fields of psychology and neurology. The psycho- 
logical and neurological correlates of learning appear to 
fall into two categories--those that can be consciously 
influenced by the learner and those that cannot be 
controlled. Mussen, Conger, and Kagan identify the two 
types of cognitive activity as undirected and directed 
L 
cognition. Undirected cognition refers to the free flow 
of thoughts including free associations and dreams. 
Alley and Ceshler, 13. 
2 paul I I .  Mussen et al., C h l l d  Development and Persor.- 
- 
a I i t y  (New York: Harper & Row, 19741, 277. 
Directed zognitlon refers to the cognitive processes 
evoked to solve a problem. These problem-solving processes 
lnclude p*rception and interpretation, memory, generation 
of hypotheses, evaLuation, and deduction. Educators are 
very interested in dlscoverlnq more about tke cognitive 
behaviors, skills, and strategles that can be controlled by 
the learner to solve a problem. The area of developmental 
psychology that addresses self-controlled cognitive activity 
is known as metacognition. 
Metacognltion, according to Keichenbaurn, refers to 
an 1ndivldualfs awareness of his own thlnking processes. L 
The term rnetacognition refers to the dellberate, planned 
use of self-initrated cognitive strategles such as analyzing 
the task, pre2ictlng outcomes, and considering alternatives 
In a problern-solving or learning sltaation. Ectaccgnition 
1s regulated by metacognltlve skills, which are self- 
~nltiated, self-regulatory mechanisms engaged durlng a 
learnlng task. Netacognltive skzlls utilize lnner lanucage 
to regulate an ~ndividual's thlnklng and take the forms of 
verbal rehearsal of what to 20, gecxslve self-statements 
of how to proceed, and leadicg self-questrons to asslst In 
decision naklng. Tarver, Torgesen and Goldman, and 
Hallahan and Kneedler, suggest that learning disabled 
I Donalcl I\leichcnbauin, Teachlng Thlnklng : A C~gnitii~e- 
behavlor~l Approach (Austln, TX: S o c l o t y  for Learnlng 
Dlsa~illtlcs and Re?xx3:ai Education, 1982) , 3 .  
students are inefficient in the use of metacognitive 
1 
skills. The study of metacognition and the efficient use 
of metacognitive skills appears to be a promising field 
of study for professionals involved with learning disabled 
children. 
Research Questions 
The research questions developed for this study 
addressed the effectiveness of strategy training and the 
feasibility of applying metacognitive skills to the writinq 
task. The questions were: 
1. What is the effect of training in a specific 
writing strategy on the written expression of learning 
disabled students? 
2 .  Can learning disabled students employ the metacog- 
nitive skills of self-statements and self-questions to 
guide their own use of a specific writing strateqy? 
3. Is there a difference between self-gulded and 
teacher-directed strategy use on the written expression of 
learning disabled students? 
Sara G. Tarver et al., "Verbal Rehearsal and Selec- 
tive Attention in Chlldren with Learning Disabilities: A 
Developmental Lag," Journal of Experimental Child Psychologv . 
22 (1976): 375-85; Joseph K. Torgesen and Tina Goldman, 
"Verbal Rehearsal and Short-term Memory in Readlnq-disabled 
Children," Child Development 48 (197711 56; Donald P. 
Hallahan and Rebecca D. Kneedler, "Strategy Deflclts In the 
Information processing of Learnlng Dlsabled Children," 
Technical Report No. 6, Univ. of Virglnia Learnlng Dlsabil- 
ities Research Institute, Charlottesvllle (1979), 4. 
Description of the Study 
To address the research questlops, a three-group 
planned-match design was developed. Eighteen learning 
disabled students in grades three throuqh slx from txo 
Des Moines, Iowa public schools were lnvolved in the study. 
Subjects were selected according to the Eollowinq criteria: 
1. Identified as learning disabled using the State 
of Iowa Department of Public Instruction defini- 
tlon of Learning Disabilities. 
2. Exhibited a deficit in written language as indi- 
cated by performance on the Test of Written 
Language. 1 
3. Scored at least one, but no more than three, years 
below grade level in reading. 
4. Scored within one standard deviation of the 3ean 
on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-- 
Revised full scale score. 2 
Each subject was matched with two comparable individuals 
on the basis of intelligence, reading level, an2 grade 
ulacement (all within a specified range), and gender. Tb.e 
three groups were randomly asslqned to treatnents. Group 
One was identified as the Son-Strategy Group and served 
Donald D. Hamil? and Stephen C. Larsen, Test of 
Written Languaqe (Austin, TX: PRO-ED, 1978). 
2 Davld Mcchsler , Ciechs ler I n t e l l  lgence Scale for 
Chllciren--Revlscd (Xew Ycirk: The Psycholo~leal Ccrp., 1974). 
as the control. The purpose of this group was to determine 
the effects of standard, nonspecific intervention on the 
wr~tten expression of LD students. Group Two was identi- 
fied as the Teacher-Directed Strategy Group and recelved 
training in the use of a specific writing strategy. The 
purpose of the Teacher-Directed Group was to determine 
the effect of speeiflc strategy training on the written 
language of LD students. Group Three %as identified as 
the Self-Directed Strategy Group and received training in 
the specific writing strategy as well as guidelines to 
monitor individual strategy use. The self-rnonitor~ng 
guidelines employed the metacogitive skills of self- 
questions and self-statements to guide the student during 
the wrrtinq task. The purpose of the Self-Directed Group 
was to determine if LD students could employ the metacog- 
nltive skills of self-questions and self-statements to 
guide strategy use and to determine if there was a 
difference between teacher-directed and self-guided 
strategy use. 
The specific strategy developed for use In t h l s  study 
was the Story Star, a planning device which outlines a 
five-item story structure. Each point on the Story Star 
identifies a feature of narrative writing: characters, 
place, problem, action, and endinq. (See Appendix.) 
Pre and post tests were administered to each group. 
Immediate G ~ 3 1 n  Factors were computed based on 9crforrnance 
on the Test of Written Lanquaqe to determine the effective- 
ness of strategy training. Anecdotal observations were col- 
lected to rnonltor writlng behaviors during the training ses- 
sion and to aid in analyzing results of the xnvestigation. 
Definition of Terms 
Terms specific to this study were defined as follows: 
1. Metacognition refers to the area of developmental 
psychology which examines self-initiated cognitive 
behaviors. The term refers to a cognitive self-awareness 
of one's own thinking abilities. Metacognition is the 
deliberate, planned use of cognitive strategies and 
includes the decision-making process in which an individual 
decides which cognitive strategies will 5e employed. 
2. Metacognitive Skills are the cognitive behaviors 
that are self-initiated to regulate one" thinking and 
learning. Metacognitive skills include verbal rehearsal 
of what to do, self-statements to direct one's action, and 
self-questions to clarify one's thinking. 
3. Written Language is defined as the use of graphic 
language symbols to represent thoughts, feelings, and 
ideas in a visible form. 
4. Instruction refers to intervention during the 
learning situation which provides the learner with an 
indication of how to proceed with the task. In this study, 
two types of Instruction were examined. 
a. Teacher-dlrected instruction refers to inter- 
ventson in the form of cues, prompts, and 
feedback fran the teacher during the learning 
task. 
b. Self-directe2 or self-guided instruct~on 
refers to intervention sn the form of self- 
questions and self-statements to guide the 
learner toward a written product. 
5. Inner Language or Inner Voice 1s defined as self- 
t a l k  whlch occurs at a sub-vocal level. Inner lanquage 
orqanizes and translates thoughts into verbal messages. 
Assumntions 
The following assumptions were made during this 
study: 
1. Metacoqnitive skills are primarily learned skllls 
that can be taught and that lmprove w l t h  practice, 
2. Learning disabled students lack, or are deficlent 
rn the use of, metacogn~tlve skills. 
3. Learning disabled students lack, or are deficlent 
in the use of, specific wrlting strateqies, such as thc 
Story Star. 
4. iJriting t h a t  occurs outssde the experimental 
sesssons is practlcc but not lnstructson Ln the process cf 
wrltlng. Outslde wractlce may rncrease wrltlng facllrty 
without necessarily Lncreaslng skill level. 
CHAPTER 2 
Related Literature 
Problens with Research on bk-iting 
Research in the area of writi~g has been slow to 
emerge. bihiteman reviews the history of wrltinq research 
and concludes that writlng research lags as much as one 
1 hundrec years behind reaiiing research. She suggests 
several reasons for negliqible progress in this area of 
research. First, tests and measurements of reading skllls 
have attained an acceptable level of specificity and 
validity, while most standardized wrltlng tests have rkot. 
Secondly, teachers are crained to teach readlng but not 
specif~cally trained to teach wrlting. Graves, In a study 
of wrltlng in the schools, finds reading 1s enphas~zed 
slgnificantiy more than writlng in classrooms and in 
L 
teacher tralning programs. He further notes that what 1s 
described as wrlting instruction ln schools may actually te 
lnstructlon in what are often rhought of as prewrrtinq 
skslls, such as handwrltlnq, vocabularlr development, 
spelling, punctuatxon, and capitailzatlon. In t3e absence 
1 Marcia F. Whiteman, "What TCe Can Learn from ' i c r l t i ~ q  
Researck,'Yheory into Practlce 19, no. 3 (1980) : 130. 
Donald 1 1 .  Graves, Balance the Baslcs: Lct :hen 
Wrltc (New York: Ford Foundation, 1978), 3 .  
- 
of methods and practices to study, writing research has 
slowly evolved over the last twenty-flve years at the rate 
of about six studies per year. 1 
One probable reason for negligible progress in wrltlng 
research lies in the complex, multifaceted nature of 
writing and the difficulty of measuring and evaluating 
written expression. Since a single written product can 
receive a variety of ratings ranging from excellent to poor 
depending upon the raters, Kincaid found that a single 
sample of writing was inadequate in demonstrating compe- 
tence. Kincaid suggests the variables that interfere 
with measuricg actual writing abilities include the 
student" variable performance due to fatigue, anxiety, 
and emotional state, as well as the examiner" variability 
due to fatigue, personal feelings, expectations, and 
experience. Even when specific criteria are established, 
subjectivity cannot be eliminated during the evaluation of 
writing. Diedrich found that teachers often form biases 
about students, and furthermore, teachers are seldom aware 
of their inconsistent approaches. 3 
1 Graves, Balance the Basics, 5. 
Gerald L. Kincaid, "Some Factors Rf fectina Variations 
in Quality of Students' Writing," Research in Written 
Composition, eds. R. Braddock, R. Lloyd-Jones, and L. Schoer 
(Urbana, IL: Natlonal Council of Teachers of English, 1963), 
Hamrll and Larsen discuss problems of measurement of 
writin: abil~ties and provide drrection for assessment 
I 
of ~rltten perfor~ance. Five components of written 
expression are identified as mechanical, productive, 
conventional, llngulstlc, and cognitive. Using both con- 
trived and spontaneous formats, the authors of the Test 
of \;ritten Languaqe provsde a means to qualitatively and 
quantitat~vely xeasure the five components specifled. 
In addltron to problems in rLeasurernent and evaluation, 
research on writing has had to contend wlth problems of 
research design. Graves states that the study of writlng 
defres statistical methods and 1s not amenable to "hard 
data" in the manner of traditional educatlcnal research, 2 
To apply the scientlflc model and conventional statistical 
methods to writlng, Graves suggests, results In an 
laaccurate and mlsleadlng representation of the krlti~g 
prccess. P,-rltlng must be examined withln the context I n  
which lt occurs. Graves identifies three contextual 
catcgorles: the conditions under which the wrltinq episode 
takes place, the role of wrltlnq ln the llfe of the child, 
(Yrbana, IL: Kational Council of Teachers of English, l97L), 
119. 
I E a r n m i l l  and Larsen, 5. 
L Donald H. Graves, "A Kew Look at Research on iir~tln~," 
In Perspectives cn F;rlCrng In Grades 1-8, ed. Shlrlsy K .  
Iialey-Jz~es (Urbana, IL: Natlo~al Cou::cll of Teachers of 
Lnglish, 1981), 94. 
and the social-ethnographic factors that contribute to the 
writing experience. Graves suggests writing research needs 
to focus on student behavior and the wrlting context, and 
he concludes that the appropriate model to focus on these 
factors is a responsive rather than scientific model, 
A responsive model is process-observation oriented rather 
than statistically controlled. A responsive model 
utilizes the teacher, classroom, and student in an inter- 
active writing experience and records behaviors that result 
in a written product. Graves finds individual case studies 
and studies of groups of two to six students most conducive 
to research on writinq. With individual subjects or under 
the conditions of small groups, the researcher is able 
to focus on the process of writlng while recording, through 
observations, how writing develops. 
Research on the Process of Writina 
In recent years writing research has begun to focus 
upon the composing process--the steps through which a child 
progresses toward a written product. An extensive study 
by Clay of five-year olds provides insight as to how 
children learn writing conventions. Clay identifies 
speclfic concepts chil2ren develop while learning to write. 
1 Marie Clay, What Did I Write? A Study of Chilc?rc~'s 
writing (New Zealaad: Heinemann Educational Books, 19751, 
4-13. 
The understanding that signs and shapes convey meaning is 
the sign concept and can develop in children as early as 
two or three years old. Children learn the message concept 
when they realize communication can take a written as well 
as spoken form. These early writing concepts appear to 
be closely related to Graves4 contextual categories. 
Children who are exposed to written language in their daily 
experiences and who encounter writing within their soclal 
and cultural environments would seem to have more oppor- 
tunities to learn to write. I. 
Clay identifies copyinq and flexibility in the use of 
familiar symbols as concepts which provide children with 
ways to expand written messages and to experiment with 
L 
new ~ornn~unlcations. Children also learn the concept of 
nessage generation which allows them to reorganize learned 
language elements to produce new writing. Beginning 
writers, Clay concludes, show an intention to convey 
meaning zn their work. These concepts are early indicators 
of the cognitive and productive components of written 
3 
language as described by Harimill and Larsen. 
A framework for understanding how young writers develop 
1 Graves, "A New Look," 94. 
2 Clay, 12. 
3 Hammill and Larsen, 5. 
control over writlng skills is offered by DeFord. l Her 
invest~gations of children, aged two through seven, lead 
to conclusions about transitions in wrltrng and the 
slgniflcance of a child's intention to communlcat~. DeFord 
concludes that the works of young writers may lack conven- 
tlons but, nevertheless, reveal some form of plannlns and 
organization. Communication strategies develop as the 
child moves from global to specific concepts of written 
language. DeFord suggests the stages of wrlting develo~ment 
are neither sequential nor linear, but develop through 
trlal and error as the child attempts to organize languaac 
into printed form. Two aspects of DePorcl's findings suggest 
actlve involvement of the chi12 during the writing process-- 
the intextion to communicate and the pers~stence to apply 
trial and error techniques to the writing task. 
Per1 indicates efficient writers follow consistent, 
sequentlal patterns durlng the composing process. 2 r? ihe 
composing process appears to be eomprsscd of speclflc 
behaviors that relate to prewritinq, writing, and editing. 
Perl suggests that the composing process includes four 
essential features. First, the writer must nrepare to 
1 Diane E. DeForCi, "Young 2hlldren and Their Wrltlng," 
T h e o r v  Into Practice 19, no. 3 (1930): 157-62. 
L Sondra Perl, "The Composing Process," ln Gasic 
Kritlfiy: Cssavs for Teachers, Research.ers, arbit I?dzil~,1strii- 
tors, eds. L. W. Kaeclen and D. R. Hoeher (Urbana, IL: 
-- 
Sational Counell for Teachers of Engllsh, 1380), 31-32. 
write by developing an understanding of what is to be 
communicated. Secondly, the writer must be able to sustain 
the flow of writing by expanding upon initial ideas. 
Thirdly, the writer must shape the product into a form 
acceptable for conveying the intended meaning. Finally, 
the writer has to rework the discourse for readers. 
Efficient writers apparently recognize and incorporate 
these features as they write. They develop a personal 
array of natural or mechanical responses to meet the demands 
of writing. Perl notes that underlying the behaviors that 
enable a writer to prepare, sustain, shape, and rework 
written language are recognizable strategies which writers 
employ with varying proficiency. As a writer becoxes more 
efficient, these strategies become internalized. 
Prewriting behavior, which Perl finds to range from 
one and one-half to seven minutes for efficient writers, 
is of particular importance in the composing process. 
Several strategies appear during prewriting. Rephrasing 
the topic is one approach to getting ready to write. 
Narrowing the topic by organizing, forming dichotomies, 
or classifying information is a strategy frequently 
employed. Focusing on a key word in an attempt to generate 
 association.^ is another strategy that consistently appears 
as efficient writers prepare to write. 
1. 
Perl's study of efficient wrlters provides interesting 
insights into "basic" or inefficient writers as well. 
Perl finds basic writers are not deficient in writing 
strategies but are inefficient in their use. The problem 
appears to be one of inappropriate emphasls on existing 
strategies rather than the absence of such strategies. 
For example, Perl suggests basic writers spend insufficient 
time preparing to wrbte or shaping discourse into a mean- 
lngful form of self-expression. Furthermore, inefficient 
writers tend to focus prematurely on mechanical aspects 
L 
of writing. 
A recent study by Bissex also focused upon how young 
2 
children learn to wrlte. Using a slngle subject case 
study, Bissex discusses patterns of development in wrsti~.g 
that ererged over a flve-year perlod. She suggests 
differentiatzon, the subdrviding of a whole into specialrzed 
parts, 1s recognizable in a child" writlng as early as 
three years of age. Initially, a child's writing is undif- 
ferentiated, since letter-llke graphics are used to convey 
complex meanings wlthout regard to arrangement or assocla- 
tion. Bissex found chrldren begrn to differentiate between 
parts of the total message by uslng letters or shapes to 
Glenda L. Bissex, "Patterns of Development in h'ritinq: 
A Case Study, " Theory into Pract~ce 19, 
197-200, 
no. 
represent specific sounds or concepts. Another form of 
differentlation occurs when the chlld learns that words 
are complete units of meaning separated by spaces. 
Decentration as a pattern in writinq develops as the 
chlld's perspective begins to wlden to lnclude others. 
Based on Plaget's definition of decentration as an outward 
movement from the egocentric view of the world, decen- 
tration occurs when the child is able to acknowledge a 
1 larger audlence outside of the self-audience. Bissex 
also suggests patterns develop in forms of writing 
(including slgns, stories, books, lists, newspapers, 
letters, rhymes, charts, diaries, and codes) and in the 
function of writlng. Increasing realism also emerges as 
a pattern in writing. 
Britton et al. have studied writing sanples of st~lents 
aged eleven through elghteen in an effort to ascertain 
2 patterns of development in written language. Using cri- 
teria believed to discrirnlnate between qualitative chances 
in writinq, Britton and associates found written expression 
for this age group progresses from unstructured writing for 
exjressive purposes, to writing specifically develoced 
for transactional purposes, and flnally, to writlng for 
1 Jean Piaqet, The Oriqlns of 1r'teI.ligence in Children 
(New Uork: Norton, 19631, 43-67. 
3 
- James Britton et al., The Development of Nritlna 
Abillt~es f~ondoc: 3:acrnillac EE~cztion, Ltd., 197J), I6-20. 
- 
pleasurable or poetic purposes. The flndings of Britton 
et al. suggest a relationship between wrlting development 
and the function of writing. iiritlng instruction, there- 
fore. should focus on writing as a purposeful. goal- 
directed actlvlty, not merely an exercise in form and 
mechanics. 
Motivation to write may be a factor in attaining 
wrltlng proficiency. Halliday suggests students are 
vated to w r ~ t e  because they recognize writlng wlll enable 
them to accomplish qoaks that are otherwise unattainable, 1 
Writing skills are unlikely to develop unless they serve 
a speclflc functlon for the learner. Halliday deflnes 
three major functsons that writing serves for the wrlter. 
'i.;rltl~?g functions on an interpersonal Level when one corn- 
inunlcates wlth others, The ideational functron of writlng 
1s reflected as one organizes thoughts for the purpcse of 
expressing knowledge In an orderly manner. Written 
expression serves a textual functson when ~t provides 
coherence within a speclfic situational context that would 
otherwise be random and dlsorganlzed. Closer examinatzon 
of the functions of wrltlng may provide insight as to 
whlzh skills are at once necessary, useful, and rorlvating 
for the learner. 
I Michael Alexander K~rkwood Halliday , Learnrng IIoT.~; tc 
R e a n :  Explorations ln the Development of Languaqe (London: 
Edward Arnold, Lt~l., 4975) , 37. 
The developmental aspects of writing progress are 
identif led by ~roese. Froese describes the writing 
Process as a series of four stages, Writing, according 
to Froese, begins in kindergarten or first grade as chrl- 
dren exhibit a growing competency ln oral language and 
begin learning the basic vocabulary of literacy. The 
next stage of wrltrng is dictation, which begins when the 
child is more skilled at oral language. During the dicta- 
tlon stage, the child may show difficulty with letter 
formations and may have only a vague sense of sentence 
forrnulatlon. The next stJge is identified as indepenzent 
writrng, although the child may begin this transitron 
stage quite dependent on feedback from others. Initially, 
the would-be independent writer may require much ass~s- 
tanee to accomplish wrxting conventions. Spelling, word 
selection, and organization of ideas may be obstacLes to 
expression. The final stage Froese identifies 1s language 
expression, which is characterized by the abllity to take 
on drfferent points of view, draw from a rap~dly expandinc 
vocabulary, and use mechanics In a falrly skillful 
manner. 
11311 nanages the complexity of the wrltlng process b). 
d i v l d l n g  the process into thrce stdqes and ldentif~ln~ 
I 
Vrctor Froese, "Uriderstanding hritlng," LarLsuagc 
Arts 55, no. 7 (1978): 81:-15. 
1 skills developed at each stage. Prewriting is the stage 
during which the skllls of thinking and organizing are 
developed. During the wrlting stage, language skills, 
including vocabulary and sentence structure, and the skills 
related to the conventions of spelling, handwriting, and 
nechanics are developed. The postwriting stage focuses 
on the skills of edlting and revlslng. Tasks can be 
prescribed at each stage to facllitate wrltten language 
through skill development. 
Research Related to the Nritten Expression 
of Learni~g Disabled Students 
As limited and delayed as writing research in general 
appears to be, it is irnpress~ve when compared to the 
research conducted to study the writlng abilities of the 
learnlng disabled child. Very limited studies have been 
reported in this area, despite Lerner's contention that 
deficits in written language are the most prevalent char- 
acteristic of the learning disabled chlld's communication 
2 disability. Furthernlore, certain aspects of the empirical 
work in learning disabilities have been criticized to 
the point of making the results of the few available studies 
suspect. Torgesen and Dsce reviewed eight major journals 
L Janlce K. Wall, Evaluating and Imprcv~ng Wrltten 
Expression: A Practical Guide for Teachers (Soston: Allyn 
and Bacon, 19811, 36. 
L Lerner, 2 3 .  
daring the Years 1976-78 to determine the methodological 
1 char2cterlstics of LD research. One major area of 
interest concerned the operational definition of learning 
dlsabllitxes employed in the studies. Tor~esen and Dlce 
report 6 4  Percent of all studles investigated selected LD 
children based on a discrepancy between expected grade 
level and actual academic achievement. In the absence 
of an universally accepted operational definition of 
learninq dlsabilitles, Torgesen and Dice suggest that 
most studies adhere to broadly defined groups of subjects 
and that the heterogenlty of the samples is w~dely accepted 
by researchers. 
TO m i n l m l z e  the effects of an ill-defined sample, LD 
research reported for this study has been Ismited to 
studies which Included characteristics of the sample and 
crlterla for Inclusion. Fast studses reviewed deflne 
learnlng dlsabled students as those students identified 
as La by the school district they attend anfi as students 
who perform below expected acadernlc levels, usually 
reported as a readlng deficit. 
~ u c h  of the rnformatron about the learn~ng disakled 
s,--tsng abilltles ster~s from the work of 
Joseph K. Torgesen and Carl D ~ c e ,  "Ckaracterlstrcs 
oE Research ~n Learning DlsabiLitles," Journal cf Loarnlnq 
Dlsabllitles 13, no. 9 (1980): 7. 
1 
~yklebust. Myklebust reports that the writing of a 
learnbng disabled chxld differs from that of a nondisabled 
child in syntax, ideation, and number of words. Learning 
disabled students received significantly lower scores 
than ncnlearning disabled students In the areas of syntax 
L 
and ideatxon.  earning disabled students also exhibited 
reduced productivity when compared to nondisabled peers, 
as indicated by a lower total number of words and fewer 
words per sentence in writing samples. Furthermore, 
Myklebust noted learning disabled students were poorer 
spellers and worked more slowly than nonlearning drsabled 
students. 
ewer Poteet reports LD students wrlte 50 percent f, 
words and sentences with more punctuation errors and word 
ornlsslons than nonlearning disabled peers. j Ee indicates 
that differences in ideation, syntax, and conventions are 
minimal. These results suggest the produceivlty component 
of wrltten language, i-e., the total number of words 
written, needs further development for the LD chxld. Slnce 
L3 students wrlte half as many bords as ncnlearning 
dlsabled students, approxlrnate forms of ~nterventicn might 
1 Helmer R. Flyklebust, Picture Story Lanrjuacje Test, 
vol. 1 of Deveicpment and Disorders of hrrtten Lanquaoe 
(New York: Grune and Stratton, 1965), 34-35, 
L Fyklebust, Studies of ;Gormal and Exceotional 
Children, 82. 
include ways to encourage or facilitate more written 
products from the learning disabled writer. More oppor- 
tunities to begin and sustain writing may encourage more 
active participation in the writing process through 
increased practice. 
Spelling errors have been found by Hermreck to be 
more prevalent in the learning disabled student's writing 
than in the writing of nondisabled peers. i n  a study of 
students in grades three through six, LD students had 
significantly more spelling errors than nonlearning dis- 
abled students. Hermreck also reports differences in the 
total number of words and the use of conventions, such as 
capitalization and punctuation, which are observable 
although not statistically significant. 
Alley and Deshler find LD writing 1s characterized 
by a limited word pool, a hlgh frequency of mechanical 
errors, and poor organization of ideas. These results are 
consistent with the studies previously cited. 
poplin et al., have studled the wrltlng abilities 
of learning disabled students in comparison to those of 
nonlearning disabled students. Their f~ndings indicate 
1 Hermreck, 3. Alley and Deshler, 16. 
3 Mary Poplin et al., "A Comparison of Components of 
Wrltten Expressron ~bilitles in Learning Dlsabled Chlldren 
at Three Grade Levels,'Qearninq Dlsabzlity Quarterly I, 
no. 3 (1980): 46-53. 
that students in grades three through eight score 
signlfxcantly lower than nonlearning disabled students on a 
measure of writing abilities. Using the Test of Written 
Language, Poplin and associates report learning disabled 
students score lowest in mechanical and conventional 
components of written expression, specifically, word usage, 
1 spelling, and style. Interestingly, the researchers 
indicate the least variance (less than one standard devia- 
tion below the mean) in the conceptual areas of vocabulary 
and thematic maturity. Poplin and her colleagues suggest 
teachers should focus upon the purposeful and meaningful 
aspects of written language initially and postpone 
instruction in less relevant mechanical aspects until the 
learning disabled writer attains a minimal level of success 
and con£ idence. 
Research Related to Metacognltion 
Education has relied heavily on the fields of 
ps;~chology and neurology to provide insight into the nature 
of learning. An information processing approach to the 
study of learning provides one way to focus upon psycholog- 
leal and neurological correlates of learning dlfficult~es. 
Psycholog~cal and neurological processes appear to fall sith- 
in two categories--those not under cgnscious control a ~ - d  
1 Ilamill and Larsen. 
those that can be engaged by the learner. Two types of 
cognitive activrty are identified by Mussen et al. 1 
undirected cognitive activity is the free flow of thoughts, 
ideas, ~mpressions, including free associations, and 
dreams. This type of cognitive activity may be unsolicited, 
of indefinite duration, and quite random. In contrast to 
undirected cognition, directed cognitive activity is 
specifically evoked during problem situations. These 
problem-solving processes include perception and interpre- 
tation of the problem, memory of previously successful 
interventions, generation of possible new solutions, and 
evaluation of effectiveness. Educators are particularly 
interested in the processes, cognitive behaviors, and 
strategies that can be employed upon command and can be 
selectively applied to learning situations. 
Sheinker, Sheinker, and Stevens describe three over- 
lapping and frequently difficult-to-distsnguish areas of 
research in cognitive strategies instruction.* The first 
of these areas is the category of cognitive behavior 
modification, which is defined as the modification of 
overt behavior through change in covert thouqht processes, 
Cognitive behavior modification relies on methods of 
2 
Alan Sheinker, Jan Sheinker, and Linda Stevens, 
"Cognitive Strategies In Teaching the Mildly Handicapped," 
Focus on Exceptional Children 17 (1984): 3. 
self-monitoring, self-instruction, and self-evaluation. A 
second area of cognitive strategies instruction focuses 
on comprehension monitorinq, which refers to the act of 
regulating and evaluating one's comprehension processes. 
The authors report specific cornprehension-foste- 
activities can reduce comprehension failure and increase 
understanding. The thrrd category of cognitlve strateqies 
instruction is metacognltion, the awareness and control 
of one's thinking processes. Sheinker et al. suggest 
researchers differ in their definitions and use of cogni- 
tive strategies. While the category of metacognltion 
appears to be broader in scope than cognitlve behavior 
modiflcatnon and comprehensive monitoring, lt is frequently 
difficult to delineate categories. 
The area of developmental psychology whlch studles 
these learner-initiated cognitive behaviors is known as 
metacognition. iL!etacognltlon, according to Melchenbaum, 
refers to the conscious use of self-requlatory rnechanlsns 
durlng a continuing attempt to learn a s k ~ l l  or approach 
a problem. l Broxn identifies these megacagnitlve processes: 
(I) an311.zing and characterlzrng the problem at hand, 
(2) reflecting upon what one knows or does not k ~ o w  about 
the solution, (3) devlsrng a plan of attack, and 
I Meichenbaum, Teaching Thinking, 3 .  
1 (4) c h e c k i n g  o r  m o n i t o r i n g  o n e ' s  own p r o g r e s s .  f i e t a c o g -  
n i t l v e  s t r a t e q l e s  w h i c h  a r e  a p p l i e d  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e s e  
P r o c e s s e s  i n c l u d e  v e r b a l  r e h e a r s a l  o f  w h a t  t o  d o ,  a s k i n g  
s e l f - q u e s t l o n s  t o  c l a r i f y  thinking, a n d  m a k i n g  s e l f -  
s t a t e m e n t s  t o  d i r e c t  a c t i o n s .  A l t h o u g h  r n e t a c o g n i t i v e  
s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  c o n s c i o u s l y  e v o k e d ,  t h e y  are  u s u a l l y  a p p l i e d  
a t  a s u b v o c a l  l e v e l .  They a r e  i n t e r n a l i z e d  r e s p o n s e s  
w h i c h  r e s u l t  i n  e x t e r n a l  o r  o v e r t  c h a n g e s  i n  b e h a v i o r .  F o r  
m o s t  e f f i c i e n t  l e a r n e r s ,  r n e t a c o g n i t i v e  p r o c e s s e s  a re  
e x e c u t e d  a t  a n  a u t o m a t i c  l e v e l  t h r o u g h  t h e  e f f e c t i v e  u s e  
o f  r n e t a c o q n i t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  a s  t h e  n e e d  f o r  ~ r o b l e r n - s o l v i n g  
s k i l l s  a r i ses .  
~ ) l e t a c o g n i t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  l e a r n e d  s k l l l s  w h r c h  
i m p r o v e  w i t h  t r a i n i n g .  Borkowski  a n d  C a v a n a u g h  b e l i e v e  
m e t a c o g n i t i v e  s k i l l s  c a n  b e  t a u g h t  a n d  s u g g e s t  a  t r a i n i n g  
p r o c e d u r e  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  t h e s e  s k l l l s  i n  l e a r n e r s .  The 
t r a i n i n g  p r o c e d u r e  r e l i e s  o n  g e n e r a l  r a t h e r  t h a n  s p e c i f i c  
p r o b l e m - s o l v i n g  t e c h n i q u e s .  
T h e  s t u d y  of m e t a c o g n i t i o n  h a s  r e c e n t l y  been i n t r o -  
d u c e d  t o  t h e  f i e l d  o f  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b s l i t i e s ,  R e s e a r c h  i n  
1 Ann L.  Brown, "Knowing When, !&?here, a n d  S o w  t o  
Remember: A P r o b l e m  o f  N e t a c o g n l t ~ o n , "  i n  A d v a n c e s  i n  
I n s t r u c t l o n a L c h o T o ~ ,  e d .  R .  Glaser  ( H i l l s i d e  XJ: 
L a w r e n c e  E r l k a u m  A s s o c . ,  1 9 7 8 1 ,  4 6 .  
2 J o h n  6 .  B o r k o w s k l  a n d  J .  C a v a n a u g h ,  " > l e t a c o q n i t l o r  
a n d  I r t e l l i g e n c e  T h e o r y , "  i n  I n t e l l i s e n c e  a n 2  Learning, 
cds.  PI. Fr iedmar? ,  J. Day, and X. OICoonno ((Sew Uork: Plenci.;: 
Press, 1980), 4 5 .  
this area is being used to develop theories regarding ways 
the learning disabled child organizes and engages thinking 
skills. Tarver and her colleagues suggest learning disabled 
children are developmentally delayed in their use of meta- 
cognitive strategies. l In experimental tasks, LD children 
were unable to develop appropriate responses when informa- 
tion was centrally available. While nondisabled children 
were able to engage in verbal rehearsal and selective atten- 
tion, two metacognitive strategies which resolved the task 
requirements, learning disabled students failed to use 
metacognition. Tarver et al. interpret the results as an 
indication that LD students lag behind nonlearning disabled 
students in the use of metacognitive strategies. 
Torqesen and Goldman, studying performance on memory 
tasks, find learning disabled students do not use mnemonic 
strategies as efficiently as nonlearning disabled stu- 
L dents. W h ~ l e  effic~ent lsarners consistently employ verbal 
rehearsal as a mnemonic strategy, learning disabled 
children seem unaware of rehearsal as a strategy which can 
be consciously applied. Torgesen and Goldman conclude 
performance of learning disabled students may improve if 
the learning environment includes clues and suggest~ons In 
the use of effective task strategies. 
T i r v e r  et al., "Verbal Rehearsal," 375-85. 
2 Torgesen and Goldman, 56. 
Blank and Bridger have studled inefficient young 
readers to discern how learning disabled students classlfy 
incoming information.' They suggest LD students have 
''verbal deficiencies" in abstract thinklng and are unable 
to organize incoming information into rneanlngful unlts. 
This inability to develop an encoding system affects the 
retrieval of information. The encoding process--the 
~Zassification of incoming information--involves the use 
of strategies at the metacognltive level. Blank and 
Bridger suggest that learning disabled children have 
deficiencies in the use of these strategies. 
Results of studies by Hallahan and Kneedler lndicate 
that learning disabled children lack an awareness of 
potentially successful strategies that would be readily 
2 
applied by efficient learners. Srrnilarly, Torgesen finds 
learning disabled students lack an awareness of possible 
3 
strategies. The inability to spontaneously exercise 
control over available strategies indicates the learning 
disabled child's difficulty in learning may be at the 
rnetacognitive level. 
Marion Blank and Wagner H. Bridger, "Deficzencses In 
Verbal Labeling I n  Retarded Readers," American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry 36 (1966): 830. 
2 
Hallahan and Kneedler, 4. 
Joseph K. Torgesen, "Conceptual and Educatsonal 
Implications of the Use of Efficient Task Strategres by 
Learning Dlsabled Chrldren," Journal of Learnlng Dlsablll- - 
ties 6 (1981): 18. 
Torgesen conceptualizes the learning disabled child 
as an inactive learner and contrasts the LD child with an 
active, efficient learner. The active learner applies 
adaptive strategies appropriate for a particular task 
because of a cognitive awareness of the availability of 
potentially successful strategies. Cognitive awareness 
extends to an awareness of one's own cognitive processes 
and to an awareness of the demands of the task at hand. 
Furthermore, the active learner is goal-directed and 
purposely sets out to complete a task. Motrvation is 
evident in the child's intent to learn about or from the 
particular task and is demonstrated by the actrve learner's 
proactive approach to the problem. As a result of an 
intent to learn, the active learner develops a plan of 
action tc approach the learning task. 
Inactlve or inefficient learners, however, are quite 
different from their actxve counterparts. Thelr differences, 
Torgesen em?hasizes, lie in performance deficits rather 
than abilitv deficits. One characteristic of the learning 
disabled child that may contribute to perzormance 
deficits is immaturity. Torgesen suggests the LD child 
is an inactive learner who" cognitive and personality 
1 Joseph K. Torgesen, "Implications of the Learnl~g 
Disabled Use of Efficient Task Strategies," Journal of 
Learning Disabilities 13 (2980) : 19. 
development are less mature than those of active learners. 1 
Blank and Bridger, Koppitz, and deHirsch et al., also 
recoanize the LD child's immaturity in cognitive and per- 
L sonalit~ development. Torgesen suggests this immaturity 
results in an unrealistic self-assessment--one in which 
the LD child is unable to realistically assess personal 
strengths and weaknesses. Furthermore, the LD chlld 
appears to be unaware of the fact that one can assume 
responsibility for one's own learning behavior. Learning 
disabled children appear to rely on external factors, such 
as materials or teachers, as the determinants of learning 
rather than assuming responsibility for their own progress. 
The LD child's immaturity is also reflected in a lack of 
awareness of one's own cognitive abilities as demonstrated 
by an inability to selectively apply appropriate cognitive 
strategies to tasks. The inability to recognize or apply 
effective cognitive strategies is related to the LD child's 
lack of awareness of the demands of the task. uncertain 
of what to do, and uncertain of how to get whatever it 
is done, the LD child remains inactive. Torqesen extends 
i Torgesen, "Implications," 19. 
2 Blank and Bridger, "Deficiencies in Verbal Labeling," 
840; Katrina deHirsch, Jeanette Jansky, and William S. 
Langford, Predicting Reading Failure (New York: Harper & 
R o w ,  1966), 137; Elizabeth M. Koppltz, Children with 
Learning Disabilities: A Five-Year Follow-Up Stud1 
(New York: Grune and Stratton, 1971), 46. 
the LD child's inactivity to include a lack of motivation 
or a lack of intent to learn. Stevenson et al., suggest 
LD students do not partrcipate as actively as they could 
as indicated by their ratings as more dependent, less 
hard-working, more impulsive, and less capable of under- 
I standing directions than nonlearning disabled students. 
Unaware of what is expected, the LD child is unable to 
develop a plan to solve the problem, unwilling to partici- 
pate in a task that remains unclear and unapproachable, 
the LD child remains inactive. 
Hallahan and Kneedler also suggest the learninq 
disabled child is unable to adapt to a learning task 
because o: inefficient and disorganized strategy use. L As 
a result, the learning disabled chlld needs repeated trials 
in a structured setting and is constantly involved with 
reteachlng. Hallahan and Kneedler's research implies 
t!-,@ LD chlld is not actively involved In the learning 
process, and, therefore, is not benefiting from much of 
the learning stimuli available. 
The learning disabled student's deflc~encies beco~.e 
rest pronounced ~n situations whlch reyulre generalization 
and the carryover of learnlng to new tasks. ?IcLesky, 
3_ H. W. Stevenson, A. C. Frledrlchs, and 6. E. Sl~~pso~:, 
"Interrelations a n d  Correlates over Tire in Children's 
Learning," Child Development 41 (1970): 625. 
i 
- 
Hallahan and izneedler, 14. 
~ i e t h ,  and Polsgrove suggest Learning dlsabled children 
are unable to generalize be>-ond instructional settings 
1 and appear to be particularly tied to materials. As a 
result, learning is locked at the materials level and 
does not expand to the process level. The LD child tends 
to depend on external prompts provided by the materials 
rather than focusing on internal cues related to the 
processes involved in the task. Without an efficient 
information processing system and without a repertoire of 
rnetacoqnitive strategies, the Learning disabled child is 
limited in the ability to transfer learning to new situa- 
tions. 
Butterfield and Belmont have reviewed over one 
hundred training studles involving retarded and learning 
disabled subjects and have reported the conspicuous absence 
of generalized improvement across settings or over tsme. 2 
$lot one stud17 indicated effectiveness in facilitating 
generalization. Interestingly, not one study focused upon 
rnetacognltive skill traininq, but rather each emphasized 
1 Janes PicLesky, Herbert J. Rieth, and Lewis Polsgrove, 
"The Implications of Response Generallzatlon for Irnprovlng 
the Effectiveness of Programs for Learnlng D~sabled 
Children," Journal of Learning Disabilities 5 (1980); 59. 
2 
Earl C.  utterf field and John M. Belmont, "The 
Instructional ~ ~ p r o a c h  to Developnental Coqnltlve Pesearch," 
In -- Pers~ectlves In the Development of Memory and Coqnlt~cn, 
eds. Robert V. Kall and John Hagen (Mlllsdale SJ: Lawrence 
specific instruction in subordinate skills. Butterfield 
and Belmont also reviewed six studies which do report 
generalization of learning. These six studies all involve 
teaching at the metacognitive level, such as teaching 
students to set goals, design plans, monitor progress, 
and evaluate results. The authors suggest teaching at 
the metacognitive level is the key to achieving generali- 
zation. 
Meichanbaum emphasizes generalization will not occur 
for the learning disabled child without specific inter- 
vention in the form of a concentrated effort on the part 
of educators. Meichenbaum suggests metacognitive skill 
training can be incorporated into the learning disabled 
child's personalized learning program j u s t  as one programs 
reading or math. Finally, Michenbaum suggests metacogni- 
tive skill training is just as important as academic 
subjects. 
%search Related to Written 
Language Interventions 
General Interventions 
Daigon emphasizes the importance of prewriting 
activities to generate and shape substance, to clarlfy 
meaning, and to suggest further possibilities to the 
I Meichenbaum, Teaching Thinking, 13-15. 
writer.'  rewriting activities take the form of discussing 
the subject, brainstorming ideas, exchanging parallel 
experiences, role playing, and referring to similar or 
contrasting events in the media. Daigon further suggests 
that successful writers rarely require a formal outline 
for short assignments and tend to ignore prewriting 
devices. A distinctive feature of efficient writers appears 
to be their ability to explore, plan, and rehearse their 
compositions by "listening" to an inner voice which 
directs the writing process by judging and reshaping each 
possibility. Daigon's findings suggest the feasibility 
of developing a sense of internal direction within the 
inefficient writer as a means of improving writing per- 
formance. The cognitive activity which Daigon identifies 
as an inner voice or internal direction is an example 
of metacognition. Exploring, planning, rehearsing, judging, 
and reshaping are strategies the efficient writer employs 
at the metacognitive level to direct the writing process. 
One form of prewriting activity involves plannincj 
in written form using conventional or internal outlining 
techniques. A form of outlining specifically developed 
for narrative writing is described by Mandler and Johnsog. 
2 
1 Arthur Dalgon, "Toward Righting Writing," Phi Delta 
Kdppan, Dee. 1982: 242-46. 
2 J. Mandler and K. Johnson, "Remenberancc of TI--lnas 
Parsed: Story Structure and Recall," - Cognitive Psvchology 
9 (1977) : 111-51. 
A story structure, sometimes referred to as a story grammar, 
is a planning device which allows the writer to organize 
the pertirent parts of the story before writing. A 
typical story structure contains the following elements: 
a setting, an initiating event, an lnternal response (an 
emotional response followed by a goal), an attempt, a 
consequence, and a reaction. Mandler and Johnson recommend 
the story structure to organize story information and to 
facilitate narrative writing. 
Another device for developing story structure is the 
story circle suggested by ~ett-~irn~son.' To develop a story 
circle, the writer divides a large circle into six equal 
sections and numbers the sections sequentially clockwise 
beglnnlng at the top of the paper. The writer illustrates 
an action or event from the story in each section and prog- 
resses chronologically toward the ending. Drawings, which 
are the writer's rehearsal for the story, are the organiza- 
tional tools used to plan the story prior to wrlting. 
R u b ~ n  provides an alternative approach to teachina 
2 
story structure. A schematic representation of the story 
is developed by creating a story tree, Ideas or events are 
listed with supporting detalls branching from central 
1 M. Jett-Simpson, "Writing Storles Using Nodel 
Structure: The Story Circle," Language Arts 58 (1981): 295. 
2 A. Rubin, "Making Stories, 9aklng Sense," Lanouaae 
Arts 57 (1980): 2 3 8 .  
themes. Relationships between story elements are indicated 
by connecting lines. The story tree as a basic planning 
strategy organizes information by forming relationships 
and by suggesting sequence in a schematic form. 
The directed writing activity outlined by Blake and 
Spennato is a technique designed to guide students through 
the writing process. Adaptable for any type of writing 
task, the directed writing activity consists of six steps: 
prewriting, framing the writing assignment, writing the 
assignment, revising the draft, editing, and writing the 
final draft. The six steps are outlined in detail for 
the writer and provide an incremental approach to the 
writing task. Directed writing activities have been 
successful in developing self-directing and self-monitoring 
skills in some writers. 
Specifid Interventions for 
Language Impaired Students 
Historically, specific interventsons for language 
inpaired students, including learning d~sabled students 
with written language deficits, have emphasized the use 
of the visual-auditory-kinesthetile (VAKT)  method 
of instruction. The VAKT method derives theoretical 
1 H. Blake and N. A. Spennato, "The Directed Writsng 
Activity: A Process with Structure," Lanauage Arts 57 
( f  980) : 317-18. 
L support from the work of Hebb. The rnultisensory approach 
1s thought to remediate weak sensory channels by 
developing strong sensory channels and relying an the 
strong channels to integrate incoming information for the 
child. Most VAKT interventions focus on the mechanical 
aspects of writing and utilize the multisensory approach 
to teach handwriting. Strauss and Lehtinen, for example, 
were among the first spec~alists to suggest a technique 
for VAKT instruction in the formation of cursive letters. 2 
Their approach suggests teaching letters in isolation on 
appropriately lined paper. Since Strauss and Lehtinen 
favored rernediatlng weak areas as opposed to concentrating 
on strengths, a nonwriter would begin w l t h  this approach 
regardless of the ch~ld's facility with other language 
sklils. Strauss and Lehtinen also noted the day-to-day 
variability in performance of the brain-lnjured child and 
the importance of ohservrng behavior continuously during 
the learning task. They suggested an analytical approach 
based on the special needs of the child rather than one 
specific approach for all children. 
I D. 0. Hebb, The Organization of Behavior (New York: 
Wiley, 1949) . 
/' 
- A. A. Strauss and Laura Lehtlnen, Psychopatholoqy 
of the Braln-Injured Chlld, Vol I1 (New York: Zrune and 
Stratton, l955), 136-38. 
Fernald developed a multisensory approach that 
1 integrates reading and writing skills. Using a tracinq 
or hand-krnesthetic method of instruction, Fernald intro- 
duces and reinforces reading vocabulary through writing. 
Several important features are inherent in Fernald's 
approach. First, there is an emphasis on motivation to 
write, which is developed by allowlng the child to select 
the target words. Secondly, words are written as whole 
units, without an emphasis on isolated letters, sounds, 
or symbols. Finally, words are used in context to develop 
meaning along with recognition. 
When recommendrng techniques for students with writinc 
disorders, Cruickshank focuses on the mechanical aspect 
k 
of handwriting. Cruickshank recommends a kinesthetic 
approach to wrrting and suggests a specific sequence for 
instruction. Hls approach is essent~ally remedral hand- 
writing rather than expressrng rdeas ln written form. 
Inherent rn this approach is the assumption that adequat? 
handwriting is a prereqursite for written expressaon. 
Johnson and Myklebust suggest that a remedlatlon 
progran to correct forrnulatlon and syntax drfficulties rn 
1 Grace F. Fernald, Remedial. Techn~ques in Saslc 
School Subjects (New York: XcGraw-Hill, 1943), 23. 
L Willram Cruickshank, A Method for Brain-Injured and 
Yyperactive Children (Syracuse, KY: Syracuse Unlxr. Press, 
1961)" 49. 
written language should consist of three steps. 1 First, 
the learning disabled child needs to recognize errors in 
writing when the work is read aloud. Second, the child 
engages in verbal rehearsal by oral practice in ordering 
ideas and content. Third, the child engages In actual 
writing experiences by progressing through four levels: 
concrete-descriptive, concrete-imaginative, abstract- 
descriptive, and abstract-imaginative. Johnson and 
1Zyklebust offer a hierarchical approach to written language 
development, but they fail to include sufficient detail 
to facilitate extensive programming. Furthermore, as 
Graves notes, verbal rehearsal does not necessarily improve 
written language, since writing 1s more than talk written 
down.2 Written forms of plannina have been found by Graves 
to be more effective than discussion in helping a student 
orqanize thoughts. 
The Fitzgerald Key method of teaching written Lanquaoe 
was specifically developed for use with the hearing 
3 imparied. Since its publication ln 1966, however, the 
Fitzgerald Key has also been used wlth chlldren who have 
' Doris Johnson and Helmar R. Myklebust, Learning 
Dlsabllities: Sducational Prlnclples and Practice (New YorX: 
Gruen and Stratton, 19671, 17, 22. 
Donald H. Graves, "An Exarbination of the LGrl t lnq  
Processes of Seven-Year-Old Children, Research in Teachip4 -
English 9 fi975) : 227-41. 
Eaitb Fitzqerald, Straight Larg-~aqe for tke Dzaf 
(hiashlngzon, D.C.: The Volta Eureau, 13661, 45-33. 
learnsng disablllties, language disorders, or language 
delays. A hlghly structured approach, the Fitzqerald Key 
Gevelops vocabulary and concepts by teachinq word elassi- 
ficatlon. The Key is a framework of categories lnto 
whlch word classes fit. The categories, which are arranged 
as headings across the page, are: a, an, the/ verb/ whose/ 
whom, what/ where/ why/ when. The program sugqests that 
repeated practice In ordering words and burlding sentences 
will result in fluency and accuracy in wrltten language. 
Furthermore, Fitzgerald found that chlldren with verbal 
language delays (such as the bearing unpaired), eventually 
use written language to strengthen verbal skllls. 
The Fitzgerald Key served as the model for the Fokes 
Sentence Builder, which was developed in 1976. TkLe 
Fokes Sentence Bullder uses the same categories as the 
Fstzgerald Key, but it lncluc?Les a pictorial categorlzatlon 
system as well. Although the Eokes Sentence ~uilder L<as 
designed to facihtate oral language, the author rna~ntalns 
it c a n  be used effeetlvely as a component of a written 
language program. 
&oth the Fltzyerald Key arid the Fokes Sentence Dull3er 
require the abllltg to cl2sslfy words, recall rules, and 
interpret symbols. These tasks may be more atta~nable Tcr 
l Joann Fokes, Fokes Sentence Euslder (New York: 
Teachlna Resources, 1976) , xi. 
the hearing impaired child than for the language or 
learnlng impaired child. Furthermore, extra effort may 
be necessary to balance the naturalness and spontaneity 
of language wlth the structure and order these systems 
demand. 
Another approach adopted from the hearing impaired 
is Sentences and Other Systems by Blackwell et al. 1 
Blackwell's approach is based on transformational grammar, 
which suggests that meaning or deep structure is trans- 
formed by rules to become an utterance or surface 
2 
structure. While transformational grammar is a system 
of describing language, the authors concede it is not in 
itself a base for instruction. However, Blackwell et al. 
suggest deep structure (meaning) should be the focus of 
language development. Their approach uses complete 
sentences rather than word categories and builds complexity 
by expanding the basic kernel sentences to express new 
meanings, There are five basic kernel sentence patterns 
which form the base upon whlch complex sentences are con- 
structed. While this approach has been used successfully 
with hearlnq impalred students, it requires rnodificatlon 
I Peter M. Blackwell et a l . ,  Sentences and Other 
Svstems: A Language and Learnlng Curriculum for the Hearlna 
I~oaired (Washinston, D.C.: Alexander Graham Bell Assoc. 
fo; the Deaf, 19?8lf 1 3 - 2 0 .  
2 Noam Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax 
(Cambridge: MIT Press, i9651, 54. 
for use wlth the learning disabled student. The learning 
dlsabled child may be unable to analyze the linguistic 
components of a sentence or label the components correctly. 
Therefore, tree diagraming may be an Inappropriate aspect 
of Sentences and Other Systems for the learning disabled 
child. 
The Phelps Sentence Guide is a hierarchical program 
which progresses through nine stages: (1) simple sentences, 
(2) expanding the subject, ( 3 )  expansion of the predicate, 
(4) editing practice: sentences, ( 5 )  verb tenses, 
(6) editing practice: verb tenses, ( 7 )  paragraph develop- 
ment, (8) editlng practice: paragraphs, and ( 9 )  advanced 
applications. The program relies on teacher demonstration 
of increasingly complex forms of encoding. An lrnportant 
aspect of the Phelps Sentence Guide is the emphasis en 
generating sentences rather than combining or altering 
sentences. The program also relies on interactive ques- 
tioning techniques to actively involve the child in written 
language production. The PheLps Sentence ~ u i d e  is an 
eclectic approach which combsnes aspects of the ~itzgerald 
K e y  program w i t h  Johnson and ?lykelbust's hierarchical 
2 language developnent approach. 
Trlsha Phelps-Gunn and Diana Phelps-Terasaki, Urltten 
Language In~structlon, Theory and Rernedlatlon (Rockvilie, &ID:  
Aspen Publlcatlons, 19821, 101. 
2 Fokcs, XL; Johnson and Myklebust, 223, 
An unique approach to written language intervention 
is presented by Clay ~tarlin. Developed specifically for 
special education students with academic deficiencies, 
StarLin's approach is based on direct instruction and 
precision teaching techniques. The writing curriculum 
focuses upon nine subdivisions of writing: (1) handwriting, 
(2) spelling, (3) capitalization, (4) punctuation, 
(5) sentence structure, ( 6 1  paragraph structure, (7) gram- 
matical usage, ( 8 )  vocabulary usage, and 1 9 )  creative 
writing. Each of these nine areas is developed by applying 
the concepts of pinpointing, proficiency, evaluation, 
instructional placement, learn~ng measurement, and generic 
teaching tactics. For each subdivision, a curriculum 
ladder is developed by b r e a k i n g  d o w i i  or slicing outcone 
goals into specific subskills. Starlin concludes that the 
most rapid learning in each area of writing results when 
appropriate slicing of curriculum instruction-demonstration, 
direct practice, and incentives and consequences are 
effectively combined. Measurement of learning is done 
regularly by monitoring performance on a specific skill 
for a standard interval of trne to determine fluency and 
accuracy. Starlin suggests that fluency and accuracy are 
equally important, since incompetent writers demonstrate a 
i Clay M. Starlin, Iowa Monoqraph: 3n Reading and 
Nritinq (Des Moines, IA: Dept. of Public Instruction, 
19821, 11. 
lack of proficiency due to an over emphasis on accuracy 
and an under emphasis on fluency. Several other distinc- 
tlve features of Starlin's approach are noteworthy. 
First, he considers handwriting the most important of the 
nine subdivisions of writing since it is the first step 
toward written comunication. Second, he insists writin9 
instruction be delayed until reading proficiency (i.e., 
1 3 0 - 2 5 0  words correct/ minute, with 5 or few errors/ 
mlnute) is attained. 
Metacognitive Interventions 
Although not specifically labeled as a metacognitive 
approach by the authors, the learnin9 strategies approach 
developed by Alley and Deshler appears to intervene more 
on the metacognitive level than on the specific skill 
level. A l l ~ y  and Deshler define learning strzteqles as 
"techniques, principles, or rules that will facilitate 
the acquisition, manipulation, ~ntegration, storage, and 
retr~eval of information across situations and settings. I ,  1 
A d~stinction can be made between learning activltles, 
which are at the skill level, and learning strateqies, 
which are applied at the metacognitive level. Activities 
tend to be content specific, tied to particular ti~.e slots, 
subjects, and materials. Activities are dlrected toward 
i Alley and Des?ler, 13. 
a specific output and terminate upon the completion of the 
product. Strategies, however, are content free, not bound 
in time, toplc, or materials. Strategies are intended 
to transcend the limits of the classroom and extend to 
learning situations beyond school settings. Broad-based 
approaches to learning tasks, strategies represent general 
efforts to solve a variety of related problems. EfEectlve 
strategies are durable, reusable, and consistently 
productive. 
Meichenbaum suggests a series of steps to serve as a 
basis for intervention on the metacognitive level. 1 His 
guidelines serve as a sequential approach to develop 
metacognitlve strategies. MeicheRbaunls initial step 
involves analysis of the tarqet behaviors through obser- 
vation of and interview with the child. He suggests the 
teacher attempt the task to perceive flrst hand what the 
demands of the task are. Information collected rn this 
step should sndicate what makes a slgnlficant difference 
in the child's performance; that is, what might make it 
better, what might interfere. The second step requires 
listening to the chlld for thoughts or feelings that might 
be inte--ferlng with learning. The child provldes dffect~ve 
clues related to the inability to perform the task. Focus 
' iileichenbaum, Teaching Thinki~q, 13-15, 
upan these clues may glve educators insight as to how to 
develop a sense of self-efficacy wlthin the child. 
Selection of training tasks is critical in training 
for generalization. The task needs to be closely related, 
according to Meichenbaum, to the target behavior. Through 
incremental variation of task requirements, the child 
approaches a generalized understanding of the related tasks. 
Meichenbaum emphasizes the importance of providing feedback 
to the child. The most effective form of feedback is 
genuine success in the form of new accomplishments. When 
a child feels successful with a strategy, the next step 
is to ~magine other srtuatlons in which the strategy mlght 
work. Meichenbaum recommenzs the Gse of multiple tralnzng 
settings an3 multiple trainers to facilitate generalszed 
learning. 
Bernrce Wong has developed a metacognitive tralnino 
program for learning disabled adolescents ~ h o  were experr- 
encing difficulty in readin9 comprehension. l Her research 
indicates learning dlsabled children recall significantly 
fewer maln ideas from stories than nonlearnlng 5isabled 
children. She also notes that learnlng disabled students 
are lnactlve learners who remain passrve in the r e a d i r g  
situation. Furthermore, learnlng disabled students show 
1 Bernice Y. L. Wonq, "Increasina Retention of i41ai.z 
- 
Ideas Through Questioning Strategies," Learnlna 31sabllity 
Quarterlv 2 (1979) : 42. 
a lack of awareness of strategies needed in reading 
cornprehenslon. Won9 reports learning disabled students are 
unable to self-monitor, are unaware of what they don't 
understand, and are unsure of how to get help. I;ongis 
trainlng progran to address these inabilrties consists 
of a series of self-questions. Wong suggests self- 
questioning is an effective process to teach metacognitrve 
strategies and that learning disabled students can be 
actrvated with specific metacognitlve training. 
A cognitive strategies approach to the mechanical 
aspects of ~ritten language Kas applied by Harth et al. l 
They provided sixth grade learning disabled students with 
mediating directions and questions in the form of self- 
statements and self-questions (e.g., 'Tlrst I locate the 
title. What do I need to do--underline or use quotation 
marks? Which words should I capitalize?"). Harth et al. 
found the use of mediating cognitive strategies of self- 
questicns and self-statements improved the performance 
of LD students on classroom language arts asslqnments. 
Sumary of Related Research 
3esearch  fro^. the areas of written language, learnlns 
disabilities, and netacognition provides the basis fcr the 
speclfic interventions described in thrs study. Studles 
i Robert Harth, R. Johns, C. Cloud, and C. Campbell, 
"Ycdlntron: HOG It Can IEnrove Problem Solving Skllls," 
Acadernlc Therapy 17, no. 2 (1983): 225. 
have been drawn from the fields of psychology, neuuoloqy, 
and the cross-categorscal field of psycholinguistlcs to 
fornulate a multi-disciplinary approach to the problem of 
written expression deficits in Learning disabled students. 
Research In the area of written language has been 
slow to emerge, due in part to the difficulties involved 
In measurement and evaluatron of writing abilities. I~lthout 
valid and reliable instruments to measure progress, 
traditional educational research methods are drfficult 
to apply. Limited research in the area of written language 
parallels llmited lnstruct~on in the classroom. Until 
recently, wrrting instruction has focused on conventional 
subskills, z.e., spelling, grammar, punctuation, and 
hanzwriting, rather than on the expression of thoughts in 
a clear and meaningful written form. Reasons t5at wrltinq 
instruction remains a neglected curricular area r~ay 
include the lack of systematic methods and materials and 
the lack of preservice trainlng for teachers in how to 
teach writrnq. 
Lqith limited instructional tlme spent on learning to 
wrste, inefficient learners nay have lnsufficlent t m e  to 
acquire written languaae skills. The learning disabled 
c h ~ l d ,  who has been found to brlna fewer prerequlslte 
language skrlls to the writlng task, 1s thought to kenefst 
less than nonlearnlng J i s a b l e d  students fron opportunit~es 
to learn to write. A need exists for speciflc ~rter~~entlon 
to facilitate the acquisition of written language skills 
for the learning dlsabled child. 
The learning disabled child has been characterized 
as an inactlve learner who rernalns passive during the 
learning situation. Unaware of the demands required by 
the task, the learning disabled child appears to be 
unaware of possible ways to approach the problem. Learnlng 
disabled students appear to differ from nonlearning dis- 
abled students in the use of metacognitive strategies 
(self-initiated cognitive problem-solving skills) during 
a Learning situation. Unlike nonlearning disabled 
students who recognize the demands of the task and who can 
discern what type of response is required, the LD child 
remains uncertain about what to do or how to go about 
gettlng the task done. Instructional interventions which 
can reduce the LD child's passivity through active involve- 
ment have an increased probability of success. 
One approach that has been effective in actively 
involving the LD child is the learning strategies approach. 
Learnlng strategies can provlde the LD child with syste- 
matic means to approach a learnlng problem. Learning 
disabled students appear to lack a repertoire of problep- 
solving strategies within their cognitive reach, or they 
are unable to self-initiate these strategies as needed. 
Research suggests that the performance deflcits that result 
can be remediated by training in recognizing and using 
strategies at the metacognitive level. 
The writing strategy developed for use in this study, 
a star-shaped story structure, attempts to ~rovide the 
LD writer with a systematic way to approach a problem-- 
how to wrlte a story. The strategy training is designed 
to emphasize planning and rehearsal during a structured 
prewrlting session. Story structures have been found to 
be effective interventions with beginning writers. 
Specific writing interventions for learning disabled 
students as described in the literature have been 
selectively effective. Reports on the LD child's passivity 
in the learning situation suggest a deficit i n  written 
language may be reflective of a more general deficlt in 
the use of the problem-solving strategies. Based on the 
perspective of the LD child as an inactive learner, inter- 
vention is appropriate at the metacognltive level, 
<eveloping - the skills to facll~tate cognitive awareness 
of the child's own behavior. Two metacognitive strategies, 
self-questions and self-statenents, which have been f3unc: 
effective training techniques w ~ t h  LD students, have Seen 




Eighteen children, twelve males and six females, 
enrolled ln special education programs in two Des PIoines, 
Iowa public schools, were involved in this study. A 
three-phase procedure was utilized to determine eligibility 
for inclusion in the study. First, all students had been 
previously identified by a multidisciplinary team as 
learning disabled (LD) in accordance with the Iowa 
Department of Public Instruction ( D P I )  guidelines. The 
Iowa DPI defines the learning disabled child as one who 
demonstrates a severe discrepancy between intellectual 
fgnctioning and achievenent in one or more areas of readi- 
ness, reading, mathematics, written expression, and 
listening comprehension, and whose disability is not prl- 
marily due to sensory or physical impairments, mental or 
emotional disabilities, or cultural, environmental, cr 
1 
education differences. A review of records was conducted 
at two Des Moines elementary schools to identify the LD 
population. 
1 State of Iowa, Departnlent of Public Instruction, 
Spec121 Education Division, The Identlflcation of Pzpils 
wlth Learnlng D1sabllltles (Des Molnes, I :  1 1981), 1. 
The second phase of selection of subjects was the 
determlnatlon of a specific learning disability in the 
area of written expressaon. Students for whom written 
expression goals were indicated on the Indlvldualized 
Education Plans (IEPs) were ldentifled by record review. 
The Test of Kritten Language (TOKL) was administered by 
the researcher who also served as the learning disabilities 
specialist for both schools. The TOWL,, which is described! 
in detail under Instruments, was selected because it was 
found by Poplin et al. to be an effective indicator of 
the writing abilities of learnin? dlsabled students. 1 
The TOWL yields a Written Language Quotient (WLQ) with a 
mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. Students who 
scored in the range between one and two standard Geviatlons 
below the mean, i.e. between 7 0  and 80, were identified for 
possible inclusion in tkis study. 
The final phase of the sample selection applied the 
following criteria to potential sub~ects: 
I. intermediate age range from 8 years 3 months to 
13 years 3 months 
2. enrolled In grades three thro~gh six 
3. rntelligence levels as lndlcated by perfornance 
on the Wechsler intelligence Scales t o r  Childre!? - 
Revised (WISC-R) withln one standard deviation 
above or below the mean (intelligence quotients 
with111 115 to 85 based on full scale scores) 
4 -  reading grade equivalents at least one but no 
more than three years below grade level as indi- 
cated by performance on the Woodcock Reading 
Eastery Test 
As a result of the three-phase selection procedure subjects 
included in the sample were similar to the extent that all: 
1. were classified as learning disabled 
2. denonstrated a deficit in written language 
abilities 
3. were within the average range of intelligence 
4. were rea2ing below grade level 
5. attended grades three through ssx 
Furthermore, the subjects were drawn from two eieweatary 
schools Located withln three blocks of each other In the 
northeast quadrant of the city of Des Moines. Both 
schools served a single neighborhood and drew students 
from essentially the same ethnic and soci~econor~ic om- 
munities. All sublects were Anglo and were of rnrddle 
socloeconom~c status. 
Eighteen stu2ents were identlfled for participation 
~n the study. Two students were thlrd graders, seven 
were fourth, three ;qere fifth, an2 the rewaining six stu- 
dents were sixth graders. The sample ~03slsted of six 
female subjects and twelve male subjects. Identifying 
data of the sanple are su~marized in Table 1. 
As indicated by the summary table, the youngest chlld 
involved in the study was 8 years 6 months old while the 
oldest child was 12 years 8 months. The mean age of 
participants was slightly less than 10 years 9 months. The 
most efficient reader in the group attained a reading grade 
equivalent of 4.7, while the Least efficient reader 
received a score of 1.3 grade equivalent (GE). The average 
reading GI? was 3.0, with nine scores falling below the 
3.0 mark and eight scores exceedin9 the 3.0 mark. 
Research Design 
To determine the effects of the intervention, a three- 
group, planned-match, experimental desiqn was employed, 
Each subject was matched to two comparable individuals on 
the basis of each of these separate criteria: 
I. a five-point IQ interval; no more than a plus or 
minus flve variance on full-scale WISC-R scores 
2. readlng grade equivalent scores withln seven 
months 
3. grade placement wlthln one year 
4. sex 
~ h ~ s  planned matching procedure ylelded three Groups in 
whrch inter-lndrvldual differences were reduced by con-  
sldfring variances In ~ntelligence, reading ablllty, qrade 
Table 1 
Identifying D a t a  of Subjects 
Number Grade Reading G E ~  WISC-RIQ~ Age/Months Gender 
- 
- - 
x = 3 . 0  x = 97 x = 1 3 0 . 6  
R a n g e :  1.3 to R a n g e :  86 R a n g e :  1 0 4  t o  
4.7 GE to 114 IQ 154 lonths 
a Woodcock R e a d i n g  Mastery Test 
Nechsler I n t e l l i g e n c e  Scales for Children - Rfvlsed 
placement, and gender. The eighteen subjects were 
dlvided into three groups of six subjects with four males 
and two females in each group. The groups were not 
matched On the basis 05 chronological age or specific 
written language abilities, although all written lanvage 
scores were reported as below respective grade placements. 
The three groups were randomly assigned to treatments 
and were identified as Groups One, Two, and Three for the 
purpose of intervention. Identifying data of Groups One, 
Two and Three are summarized in Table 2. 
The mean IQ scores reported for Group One was 98, 
with a range of 86 to 109 as indicated by performance on 
the WISC-R. The Rean age for this group was approximately 
130 nonths, with a range of 118 to 147 mcnths. The 
average reading grade equivalent Eor the subjects in 
Croup One was 3.2, with scores falling within the 2.0 to 
4.7 GC range. 
In Group Two the mean 4Q score reported was 97, wrth 
scores ranging from 86 to 105 IC. The mean age for thrs 
group was approximately 133 months, with a range of 117 
to :52 months. Subjects rn G r o u ~  Two were reading at an 
average grade equivalent of 3.0, with individual scores 
ranqrnq from 2.0 to 4.3 GE. 
Reports for Group Three indicated a mean 10 of 97, 
with scores rangi~g from 86 to 114 40. Sub?ects  19 this 
averaged approxlpately 130 nonths in age, ~ l t h  t h e  
T a b l e  2 
I d e n t i f y i n g  Data of G r o u p s  
G r a d e  WISC-R IQ A g e / N o n t h s  R e a d i n g  GE G e n d e r  
Group One 4 9 3 1 1 8  2.0 t< 
4 8 6 121 2.4 F 
4 1 0 9  118 3 . 0  PI 
5 1 0 3  136 2.6 it1 
6 97 138 4.7 M 
6 98 147 4.7 F 
- 
x = 97.6 x = 129.7 x = 3.2 
R a n g e :  86 to R a n g e :  1 1 8  R a n g e :  2.0 
1 0 9  IQ to 1 4 7  Mos. to 4.7 GE 
Group Two 4 36 126 2 . 0  5: 
4 1 0 5  117 2.4 b! 
2 = 96.5 x = 132.8 x = 3.0 
R a n g e :  8 6  to R a n g e :  1 1 7  R a n g e :  2.0 
105 I@ to 152 K o s .  to 4.3 GE 
Group Three 3 113 104 1.3 x 
-
3 105 116 1.7 I.1 
4 8 6 12 4 2.0 F 
6 94 1 4 4 4.7 F' 
6 9 3 1 3 5  4.5 Y 
6 8 9 153 3. Ti "{ 
- 
- 
x = 96.8 2 = 129.5 x = 3 - 0  
R a n g e :  8 6  t o  R a n s e :  104 R a n y e :  1.3 
114 IQ t o  153 Mos. t o  3.7 GE 
p-p 
youngest member being 104 months and the oldest member 
154 months. Group Three nembers were readin? at an averaqe 
grade equivalent of 3.0, wlth individual scores ranglnq 
 fro^ 1.3 to 4.7. 
Interventions 
The purpose of this study was to determine the effects 
of strategy training on the written expression of learning 
disabled students. To determine the effectiveness of 
strategy training, three groups of LD students In grades 
three through six were exposed to pretest, intervention, 
and posttest situatior~s. While the pre- and posttest 
situations were ldentrcal for each group, the interventsons 
were of three types: (I) a standard interventbon desiqned 
to appr3xirnate traditional written language instruction 
wlthout the utilization of writing strategies, (2) a 
specific intervention utilizing a writinq strategy under 
teacher direction, and (3) a specific intervention util- 
izing the same writing strategy under self-direction. 
Group Clne 
Group One was ident~ficd as the Unguided or >:onstra~ec:>~ 
Group and served as the control. This group was suS3ect 
to pretests, the standard lnterventzon, the effects of 
time and wrltrng practice, and posttests, Thc stacdard 
lntcrvention consisted of exposure to a writing st~-nuius, 
cornpletlng a xritten procuct, an2 teacher e v a l u a t i o n  cf 
the product. The standard intervention did not include 
prewritlng activltles, such as verbal rehearsal, outlining, 
planning, or organization of ideas prior to writing. 
The standard lntervention did, however, include provisions 
for the use of additional resources, such as reference 
books, and opportunities for feedback durinq the writing 
session. These features were provided to maintain a 
natural and familiar writing environment for the students. 
The purpose of this group was to determine how, and with 
what success, LD students approach a writing task without 
the specific lnterventson of a planning strategy. 
Group Two 
Group Twa was rdentif~ed as the Teacher-Directed 
Group. Thls group was involved In pretests, specsflc 
Intervention under teacher direction, the effects of time 
and writing practice, and posttests. The specific strareqy 
developed for use in the study was t5e Story Star, a 
plannlng device which outllnes a five-ltem story structure 
(Appendix A). Each point on the Story Star identifies a 
feature of narratsve wrlting: characters, place, problem, 
action, and ending. The story title 1s entered In the 
center of the star. In Group Two, the strategy was 
employed under teacher direction, l.e., teacher l ~ l t l ~ t e d ,  
teacher monitored fluring use, and teacher evaluated. The 
purpose of this group wds to examine the effects of 2 
teach .-ected planning stratesv on the xritten expression 
- - 
of learning disabled students. 
Group Three 
Group Three was identified as the Self-Directed 
Strategy Croup. This group was involved in pretests, 
specific intervention under self-direction, the effects 
of time and writing practice, and posttests. The inter- 
vention utilized was the identical Story Star employed with 
Group Two; however the approach and application differed. 
Subjects in Group Three were introduced to the use of the 
Story Star by the te3cherr then instructed in techniques 
to monitor their own application of the strategy. The 
techniques in which the subjects were trained to monitor 
their story writing were selected from those identified by 
I Brown as metacognitive processes. For the purposes of 
this study, the rnetacognitive strategies employed were 
self-questions and self-statements. Using the Story Star 
as a planning device, the subjects also employed verbal 
rehearsal after filling in the star. To proceed from the 
planning stage to the written product, subjects used 
nine by twelve-inch tagboard cards on which were printed 
step-by step directions as to how to proceed toward the 
written product. These guidelines appeared in the for3 
1 Ann Brown, "Knowing Khen, ivhere, and How," 46. 
of self-statements and self-questions to assist the sub- 
jects in monitoring their own progress, The purpose af 
this group was to examine the effectiveness of employing 
metacognitive processes to monitor written language. The 
questions the researcher asked by using this group were: 
3.. Can LD students be trained to engage metacognitive 
strategies to complete a writing task? 
2. What is the effect on written language of self- 
directed strategy use? 
3. Is there a difference between teacher-directed 
and self-directed strategy use on the written language of 
learning disabled students? 
The organization of the three groups and the sources 
of variation are summarized in Table 3. 
Procedures 
Two training sites, one at each participating school, 
were utilized to conduct this study. The learning dis- 
abilities resource classroom served as the training site 
at each building. The rooms were similar in that both 
were small in size, comparably equipped and decorated, and, 
most importantly, both rooms were familiar settings for the 
subjects involved. Since the conditions under which writing 
occurs may have an effect on the process and product, 
physical changes were not made. Participation in the 
study did not require a change in physical surroundings for 
Table 3 
Summary of Groups and Sources of Variation 
Group Sources of Variation 
One ~nquided/~on-strategy Subjects Grade Pretest, Standard Interven- 
tion, Time, Writing Practice, 
(Control) Posttest 
Two Teacher-directed Strategy Subjects Grade Pretest, Standard Interven- 
tion, Specific Treatment 
(Specific ~ntervention, under Teacher Direction, 
Teacher-guided) Writing Practice, Time, 
Three Self-directed Strategy 
(Specific Intervention, 
Self-guided) 
Subjects Grade Pretest, Standard Inter- 
vention, Specific Treatment 
under Self-Direction, Writ- 
ing Practice, Time, Posttest 
anyone involved. Familiar sites were selected to retain 
a naturalistic rather than experimental appearance to the 
intervention and to reduce the effects of novelty related 
to a change in learning environment. 
Time Line 
A time line of four months of intervention was 
developed. Intervention consisted of three forty-five 
minute sessions per week over eighteen weeks. The total 
amount of student participation time, including prepara- 
tory, instructional, and evaluative time, was approximately 
thirty-six hours. 
Schedules 
Three sessions were scheduled at each of the two 
schools. Periods two, three, four, and five, six, and 
seven out of an eight-period day were utilized. Since the 
examiner was already scheduled for one-half day at each 
school, the distinction of which sites would be assigned 
morning or afternoon sessions was predetermined. Also, 
to minimize disruption of classroom schedules for the 
students involved in the study as well as for the LD 
students not involved in the study, groups were assigned 
to periods contingent upon their regularly scheduled LD 
resource time as much as possible. This accommodation of 
schedules resulted in the following group assignments: 
1. At the first school, Group One met second period, 
Group Two met third, and Group Three met fourth period, 
which involved an overall time span from 9:15 to ll:45 a.m. 
2. At the second school, Group Two met fifth period, 
Group One met sixth, and Group Three met seventh period, 
which involved an overall time span from 12:20 to 2:50 p.m. 
The schedules were comparable on the following fea- 
tures: (I) all students had been in school at least one 
hour prior to the training session and had to attend at 
least one more class before lunch or dismissal afterwards; 
(2) all periods were forty-five minutes in length, with 
five minutes for passing time before and after the session; 
and (3) subjects retained their regularly scheduled 
resource time whenever possible, with four out of eighteen 
subjects required to change within one period. 
Background of Subjects and 
Previous Instruction 
All subjects were continuing students in the special 
education program who had been receiving LD resource sex- 
vice from a range of two to five years. All subjects had 
been placed with the examiner for a minimum of five months, 
with some students assigned as long as one year and five 
months. While students had previously received instruction 
in written language from the examiner during their resource 
time, students did not receive specific instruction in 
strategy use. Previous instruction had been of the 
standard type, i.e., an individualized program based on 
personal writing, such as journals and informal letters, 
and story writing based on personal experiences. Students 
were involved to varying degrees in writing activities 
in their regular classrooms as well, However, since 
the planning strategy used and the conditions under which 
it was employed were developed specifically for this study, 
it is unlikely that the subjects had been exposed to them 
prior to the training period. Furthermore, pretest data 
and selection criteria indicated that all subjects were 
deficient in the area of written language and had, there- 
fore, encountered below average levels of success in that 
area. 
Daily Routine 
To ensure consistency of procedures across the groups, 
a daily routine was established to conduct the traininc 
sessions. The daily routine consisted of the following 
components: preliminary activities (including attendance, 
announcements, and housekeeping tasks); prewriting 
activities (including selecting a topic and preparing 
to write); writing; postwriting activities Iincluding 
evaluation and feedback); concluding activities (clean-up 
and dismissal); and record keeping activities. 
Preliminary activities were essentially identical 
for all groups. Typical teacher behavior included greeting 
the students at the door, taking attendance, and making 
announcements as needed. As students entered the class- 
room, they picked up their work folders and proceeded 
to assigned work areas. These preliminary activities 
were consistent with the regular resource room routine, 
so all subjects were familiar with the procedures, Pre- 
liminary activities usually took about two minutes, since 
the groups were small, and they never extended beyond 
five minutes. 
Prewriting activities included some activities which 
were consistent for all groups and some specific inter- 
ventions which varied from group to group. Consistent 
for all groups were opportunities to select topics for 
the daily narrative writing assignments. Since personal 
selection of a topic may be related to motivation to write, 
students were not assigned specific topics unless they 
requested one. Students, however, were not restricted 
to their own resources to determine topics. Each student 
was exposed to an array of story starters from which to 
choose. Story starters took various forms, ranging from 
brief character sketches, topic sentences, word banks, 
and "what if . . ? "  statements, to picture stimuli. All 
subjects were exposed to, but not limited to, identical 
story starters. Samples of the story starters are 
included in the appendix. 
Group One Procedures 
At the point of topic selection, a source of variance 
in procedures was introduced. Standard instruction in 
written language might typically allow students to 
proceed independently with the writing task after selecting 
topics. This procedure was employed for Group One to 
approximate standard intervention in the area of written 
language. 
For Groups Two and Three, however, an additional 
prewriting activity was introduced. A planning device, 
the Story Star, was presented to serve as an intermediate 
step between selecting a topic and completing the story 
(see Appendix). The Story Star provided students with 
the opportunity to develop and arrange their thoughts in 
a systematic manner before attempting to write. For the 
purpose of this study, the extent to which a student 
was able to incorporate the Story Star into writing 
behavior was of primary concern. The specific procedures 
for Groups Two and Three are detailed below exactly as 
they appeared in the lesson plans. 
Group Two Procedures 
Students enter the classroom, pick up individual 
work folders, and proceed to seats. Teacher takes atten- 
dance, makes announcements, if any, and addresses concerns 
or questions students may have. Students may then pick 
up an 1dea ~ i l e  from the Story Starter Box. Time limit 
for selection of topic is five minutes. If the student 
has not made a selection within five minutes, teacher 
assists by giving the student two choices for today's 
assignment. 
After topic selection, students in Group Two are 
given a Story Star by the teacher and are directed to 
fill in the following information: title (which can be 
changed), characters, place story will occur, problem 
situation, action which develops from the problem, and 
the ending of the story. Teacher involvement during this 
time is to encourage on-task behavior, to assist students 
with spelling or word choice, and to direct step-by-step 
progression through the planning process. Guide questions 
used by the teacher include: 
1. What do you think would be a good title for your 
story? 
2. Who is this story going to be about? Anyone else? 
3. Where will most of the story happen? Can you 
think of any other places ta include? 
4. What is the problem (insert char- 
acter) has to deal with? 
5. How do the characters solve or get out of their 
problem situation? 
6 .  How do you want your story to end? 
After each guide question, students write their 
response in the designated area, Student must complete 
each section of the Story Star before moving on to the 
next section. In the event of no response, the teacher 
repeats the guide question and waits. If the student 
still is uncertain of a response, the teacher rephrases 
the question and uses verbal encouragement to elicit a 
response. Upon completing the Story Star, the teacher 
checks the star for spelling errors and has the student 
correct errors before beginning the story. 
mile no time limits are imposed on the students to 
complete the story, students are kept on-task by teacher 
monitoring: "How are you doing?'" "How is your story 
coming along?"; "I'm anxious to read your story when it 
is finished." Stories which need to be carried over to 
the next session are stored in the student's work folder. 
Stories which are completed are turned in to the teacher 
along with the Story Star for credit. 
Group Three Procedures 
Students enter the classroom, pick up individual 
work folders, and proceed to seats. Teacher takes atten- 
dance, makes announcements, if any, and addresses concerns 
or questions the students may have. Students may then 
pick up an Idea File from the Story Starter Box. Time 
limit for selection of topic is five minutes. If the 
student has not made a selection within five minutes, the 
teacher assists by giving the student two choices for 
today's assignment. 
After topic selection, students in Group Three take 
out the Story Star and the accompanying guide card from 
their work folders. The guide card is a nine by twelve 
inch piece of tagboard on which questions or statements 
are printed in first-person narrative form to stimulate 
self-talk. The questions and statements are: 
1. I can write about whatever I choose. 
2. 1 can use my own idea or one from the Idea File. 
3. I can plan my story before I write using the 
Story Star. 
4. 1 think I like this for a title: (1'11 write it 
on the star). 
5. I know who will be in my story, I'll write their 
names in the characters' section of the star. 
6. Where should my story take place? 1'11 put the 
place on the star. 
7. In a11 good stories there is a problem. What 
could be the problem in my story? I'll write it down on 
the star. 
8. What will my characters do about the problem? 
I'll fill in the solution on the star. 
9 .  ~y story ends when the action is finished. How do 
I want my story to end? 1'11 fill in the ending on the star 
10- MY teacher wants to see my star before I start 
my story. 
Upon completion of the Story Star, the teacher checks 
the Star for spelling errors and has the student correct 
errors before beginning the story. 
While no time limits are imposed on the students to 
complete the story, students are kept on-task by teacher 
monitoring, i.e., encouraging the students to keep writing 
after the self-directed planning session. Monitoring 
of this group is limited to elimination of inappropriate 
behaviors, which would include any off-task behaviors 
not related to the story writing lesson, that might arise. 
When the stories are completed, students turn them 
in along with the completed Story Star. Finished stories 
for Group Three are read to the teacher and compared to 
the Story Star as part of the self-monitoring process. 
Stories are given credit for completion and are not 
returned for revisions. 
Record Keeping and Data 
Collection 
Each of the three groups was involved in record 
keeping and data collection to a varying degree. Each 
student involved in the study kept track of the stories 
written by recording the title and date completed on the 
work folder. This process involved the students in moni- 
toring their progress and reinforced the completion of 
assignments. Teacher-collected data included a tally of 
requests for assistance, a record of the number of stories 
completed, and the number of sessions each Ghild spent 
on each story. All stories were collected by the teacher 
and retained for analysis of ideation, style, and mechanics. 
The Instruments 
Test 
Assessment of written language skills was made prior 
to intervention and at the end of the experimental treat- 
ment period. The Test of Written Languaqe was utilized 
to measure writing competencies. The TOWL considers five 
components of written language: mechanical, productive, 
conventional, linguistic, and cognitive, These components 
are evaluated through the use of cont~ived formats for 
the subtests of spelling, style, and word usage, and through 
the use of spontaneous formats for subtests of handwriting, 
thought units, vocabulary, and thematic maturity, Criteria 
for scoring and sample tests are provided. The TOWL 
results are reported as scaled scores and grade equivalents 
for each subtest. A Written Language Quotient can be 
computed to provide a broad index of writing competence, 
The TOWS was standardized on the test performance of 
approximately 1,700 children randomly drawn from nine 
H a m i l l  and Larsen. 
states. Four types of reliability relative to the TOWL 
subtests are discussed in the manual. Internal eonsis- 
teney, stability, inter-scorer reliability, and standard 
error of measurement were studied by the authors and 
reported as generally adequate or high. The status of the 
TOWL relative to three types of validity, i.e., content, 
criterion related, and construct, is described by the 
authors. Analyses of the data presented support the 
concept of validity for the five principal subtests, The 
TOWL has previously been used in studies and has been found 
to be an effective indicator of writing abilities of 
learning disabled students by Poplin et al.' The test 
is normed for use at grades three through eight and takes 
about forty-five minutes to administer. 
Materials 
Several types of materials were prepared for use in 
this study. An idea file of illustrations, brief char- 
acter sketches, topie sentences, word banks, and ""What 
would happen if . . ? "  statements was available to all 
groups. The packet provided a uniform basis upon which 
writing instruction was initiated, Since choice of topic 
may be a factor in motivation to write, all students had 
an opportunity to select their topics; however all students 
were exposed to the same range of choices. 
Poplin et al., 46. 
The third group (self-directed) received printed 
copies of the self-questions and self-statements to use 
during writing lessons. These cards were stored in the 
work folders and replaced as needed to ensure the students 
always had one available. Groups Two and Three were also 
provided with a Story Star, an outlining device to 
facilitate planning. Completing the star before beginning 
to write provided the students with an opportunity to 
organize thoughts. The points on the star were: Who, 
Place, Problem, Action, and Ending. The center of the 
star was reserved for the title. An example of a Story 
Star is found in the ~ppendix. 
CHAPTER 4 
Data Analysis 
Data were collected over a thirteen-week period during 
the second semester of the 1981-82 school yeau. A total 
of thirty-nine instructional sessions were held. Since 
the focus of this study was to determine the effectiveness 
of strategy training on the written expression of learning 
disabled students, several variables related to writing 
skills were monitored: performance on a standardized 
writing test, observable behaviors during the writing 
session, and performance on daily writing assignments. 
Three types of data were collected during the intervention 
period : 
1. pre and post TQWL scores 
2. observations of writing behavior during initial, 
middle, and final sessions 
3 .  writing samples for informal analysis at pre and 
post intervention points 
The standard measure of performance, the TOWL, pro- 
vided scaled scores which were converted to a measure 
of performance gain. The Immediate Gain Factor ( I G F )  
was obtained for the - TOWL scores by subtracting the 
entering or preintervention score in a given subtest from 
the posttest score on that subtest. 
Pre and post TONL scores were analyzed to determine 
the IGFs for each group. The IGFs were determined for 
each subtest of the TOWL as well as for the Written 
Language Quotient (WLQ) . 
Analysis of the IGFs provides a contrast between 
the nonstrategy group, the teacher-directed group, and 
the self-directed group. The total scores, referred to 
as Written Language Quotients, are reported as mean 
differences over time of 3.3 for the n0n~traf-e~~ group, 
7 - 3  for the teacher-directed group, and 24.7 for the 
self-directed group. These data indicate the self-directed 
group attained measurable gains 7.5 times greater than 
the nonstrategy group and 3.4 times greater than the 
teacher-directed group. These data are summarized in 
Table 4. 
Scores on the vocabulary subtest of the TOWL indi- 
cated the self-guided group attained gains 3.75 times 
greater than the teacher-guided group and 2.5 times greater 
than the nonstrategy group. The nonstrategy group, 
however, scored 1.5 times greater than the teacher-directed 
group. These results are reported in Table 5. 
The results of the thematic maturity suhtest indicate 
the nonstrategy group scored an average loss of .3  
during the intervention period. The groups trained in 
strategy use, however, attained gains of 2.2 under 
Table 4 
Immediate Gain Factors 
Individual Scores and Group Means 






WLQ 0 8 9 
2 9 16 
3 4 11 
1 9 i 7  
3 1 2  7 
11 2 1 4  
Mean IGF 3.3 7.3 24.7 
Table 5 
Immediate Gain Factors 
Individual Scores and Group Means 
Group 1 Group 2 Groiup 3 
Non- Teacher- Self- 





teacher-direction and 4.2 under self-direction, These data 
appear in Table 6. 
Table 6 
Immediate Gain Factors 
Individual Scores and Group Means 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Non- Teacher- Self- 






On the spelling subtest, both the teacher-directed and 
self-directed groups showed gains greater than the non- 
strategy group. Strategy use appears to result in gains 
four to five times greater than nonstrategy use in the 
area of spelling as measured by the TOWL. These results 
are summarized in Table 7. 
Table 7 
Immediate Gain Factors 
Individual Scores and Group Means 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
- 
Non- Teacher Self- 








Mean IGF , 3  
Similar findings can be found in the word usage sub- 
test. Strategy use, both teacher-directed and self- 
directed, appears to result in gains five times those of 
non-strategy use. There appears to be no measurable 
difference between self-directed and teacher-directed 
strategy use in the area of word usage. These results are 
reported in Table 8. 
In the area of style, strategy use by students under 
self-direction appears to result in gains twice those of 
students who did not employ strategies. The teacber- 
directed group also showed gains, although somewhat less 
than the self-directed group. These data are reported in 
Table 9.. 
Table 8 
Immediate Gain Factors 
Individual Scores and Group Means 










0 0 2 
Mean IGF .3 1 . 7  1 . 7  
Table 9 
Immediate Gain Factors 
Individual Scores and Group Means 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Non- Teacher S e l f -  
Strategy Directed Directed 
TOWL 
Style Subtest 
Mean IGF 0 1 . 3  2.0 
writing behaviors were monitored by recording 
frequency or duration of specific behaviors as they 
occurred at three intervals during the intervention period, 
Observations were recorded during initial, mid-point, and 
concluding sessions. Three methods of data ~ o ~ l e c t i ~ ~  
were used: 
I. teacher observation and recording 
2. student self-reporting 
3. third party observation and recording 
Students were involved in record keeping by keeping 
track of the number of stories written and the dates 
completed. These data were collected as students completed 
an assignment and were recorded on the work folders. 
Students in Group One averaged one story per session, 
while students in the teacher-directed and self-directed 
groups required an average of three sessions to complete 
a story. The strategy groups, therefore, are reported to 
have spent three times as long on each story as the non- 
strategy group. 
Data regarding time-on-task were collected by a 
practicum student from Grandview College in Des ~oines, 
Iowa, who served as the outside observer. ~ime-on-task 
data were collected at pre, mid, and final points of 
intervention. The nonstrategy group appeared to be on task 
a mean of 25.3 minutes during the forty-five minute 
sessions and demonstrated an 18 percent decrease in 
time-in-task from initial to final reporting. The teacher- 
directed group appeared to work a mean of 36 minutes per 
session and is reported as showing a 25 percent increase 
in time-on-task. The self-directed group was observed 
as being on-task a mean of 35 minutes per forty-five 
minute session, and displayed a range representative of 
a 100 percent increase in time-on-task from initial to 
final reporting. While the nonstrategy group appeared to 
become less task oriented, the teacher-directed group 
and the self-directed group appeared to become increasingly 
task oriented. The self-guided group reported increases 
four times those of the teacher-guided group, although 
the mean time-on-task remained the highest for the 




Mean Time-an-Task in Minutes 
Period Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Initial 28/45 min. 
25/45 min. 
32/45 min. 20145 min. 
36/45 min. 3 9 / 3 5  min. 
Final 23/45 min. 40/45 min. 40/45 m i n -  
Data regarding writing behavior were also collected by 
the teacher to ascertain time spent on prewriting activities 
and the number of requests for assistance. 
 he nonstrategy 
group spent from 0 to 4 minutes planning before beginning 
to write. This group generally began writing immediately. 
The teacher-directed and self-directed groups used 
approximately equal amounts of time to prepare before 
actually beginning to write. The length of time spent on 
prewriting activities, that is, on using the planning 
strategy, was approximately 12 to 15 minutes, These data 
are summarized in Table XI. 
Table 11 
Writing Behavior 
Prewritinq Tine in Minutes 




The ability to sustain writing behavior independently 
was monitored by recording frequency of requests for 
teacher assistance. The nonstrategy goup requested 
teacher help a mean of 13.6 times per session, with the 
requests remaining relatively stable over the intervention 
period. The teacher-directed group initiated requests 
a mean of 11.3 times per session, with a 66 percent 
decrease in the number of requests over time. The 
self-guided group requested teacher assistance a mean of 
approximately 10.3 times per session, which represents 
a decline of 71 percent during the intervention period. 
The nonstrategy group reportedly requested assistance 
nearly twice as frequently as the self-directed group. 
These data appear in Table 12. 
Table 12 
Writing Behavior 
Frequency of Requests for Help 
Period Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Initial 15 18 21 
Midpoint 14 10 4 
Final 12 6 6 
Mean 13.6 11.3 10.3 
Writing samples were collected for each group at 
initial and concluding intervention periods. These 
samples were subjected to an informal analysis to examine 
aspects of the components of ideation, style, and mechanics. 
The component of ideation was measured in terms of pro- 
ductivity (total number of words and total number of 
thought units) and in terms of overall comprehensibility 
(easy, fair, or difficult to understand). Comprehensi- 
bility was rated according to the nwnber of times the 
teacher had to read through the story to understand the 
meaning- Stories which were clear with one reading were 
rated easy to understand; those which required two or more 
readings were rated fair. Stories which could not be 
interpreted without the help of the author were rated as 
difficult to understand. The component of mechanics 
was monitored for spelling, punctuation, and grammar. 
spelling was reported as the percentage of total words 
spelled incorrectly. Grammar and punctuation errors were 
recorded as numbers of errors per first forty words. 
In the area of ideation, students in the teacher- 
directed group produced twice as many total words as the 
nonstrategy group. The self-directed group wrote 2.3 
times as many words as the nonstrategy group and 1.2 times 
as many as the teacher-guided group. Total number of 
thought units was greatest for the self-directed group-- 
twice as much as the nonstrategy group and 1.3 times 
greater than the teacher-directed group. While all students 
initially wrote stories which were difficult to decipher 
due to incomplete thoughts, faulty reasoning, or mechanical 
errors, the teacher-directed and self-directed group5 
were able to eventually produce stories which were rela- 





Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Pre/Post Pre/Post Pre/Post 
Total numbers words 55/80 60/156 56/186 
Total thought units 7 / 12 6/13 5/24 
Comprehensibility Difficult/ Difficult/ Difficult/ 
Fair Easy Easy 
Style was monitored by contrasting the percentage of 
complex sentence constructions (based on complete thought 
units rather than exact grammar) to simple sentence con- 
structions, Self-guided students appeared to convey com- 
plex thoughts 3.5 times more often than the nonstrategy 
students and 1.4 times more often than teacher-directed 
students. The teacher-directed group used complex sentence 
constructions 2.5 times more frequently than the non- 
strategy group. The self-guided and teacher-guided groups 
showed increases in complex sentence construction to 
70 percent and 50 percent respectively. These data are 




Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Pre/Post Pre/Post Pre/Post 
% Simple sentences 100 180 100/50 100/30 
% Complex sentences 0/20 0/50 0/70 
The mechanics of spelling and grammar underwent 
noticeable change. The teacher-directed group reduced 
spelling errors nine times more effectively than the non- 
strategy group, while the self-directed group showed a 
reduction of errors six times more effective than the 
nonstrategy group. The teacher-guided and self-guided 
groups appeared to be comparable in the application of 
spelling and grammar/punctuation skills by the end of the 




Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
~re/Post ~ r e / ~ o s t  ~re/Post 
Spelling ( %  words 
incorrect) 
Grammar/Punctuation 
(Number of errors in 




The purpose of this study was to determine the effects 
of specific strategy training in writing strategies o n  the 
written expression of learning disabled students. Further- 
more, the study proposed ta contrast the effects of 
teacher-guided instruction in strategy use to self-guided 
instruction. The data suggest that students who received 
specific training in writing strategies performed better 
on a measure of written language than those students who 
did not receive specific training. The data also indicate 
that the students who learned to employ strategies under 
self-direction showed increases of 7.5 times those of 
students who were not exposed to strategies and 3.4 
times those of students who used strategies under teacher 
direction. These results suggest that strategy use may 
lead to positive gains in skills measured by the TOWL. 
Scores on the vocabulary subtests, however, indicate that 
while self-guided strategy training may be effective in 
vocabulary development, teacher-directed training is not. 
Apparently, strategy use is not effective in vocabulary 
development as measured by the TOWL unless it occurs under 
self-direction. 
Thematic maturity as measured by the TOWL appears 
to be positively affected by strategy use. The data sug- 
gest strategy training is an effective intervention under 
teacher direction and may be more effective in positively 
influencing thematic maturity when self-directed. 
In the area of spelling, the intervention of specific 
strategy training appears to be equally effective under 
teacher-direction and self-direction. Strategy use appears 
to have resulted in greater gains an the spelling subtest 
of the TOWL than nonstrategy use. 
Word usage also appears to respond to strategy 
training. The use of a specific strategy appears to be 
effective regardless of how directed. Students who 
learned to employ strategies under either self-direction 
or teacher-direction attained scores five times greater 
than those who did not learn strategy use. These results 
suggest the effectiveness of the intervention in the area 
of ward usage. Similarly, style as measured by the TOWL 
appears to be positively affected by training in a specific 
writing strategy under both teacher-direction and self- 
direction. 
The results of the - TOWL suggest the effectiveness 
of the specific strategy training for the groups involved in 
this study. Use of a planning strategy under self-direction 
or teacher-direction appears to be related to positive 
gains on a measure of written language. 
~ehaviorally, students who employed strategies appear 
to differ from students who did not during the prewriting 
and writing stages of the writing process. These 
students spent more time preparing to write and were 
able to sustain the writing task for longer periods of 
time. Their on-task behavior improved, and they developed 
independent work skills not evident in the students who 
were not trained in strategy use. These observations 
suggest that in addition to measurable performance gains, 
strategy training may result in positive changes in 
writing behavior as well. 
Writing samples provide further support as to the 
effectiveness of strategy training* Students who employed 
strategies under teacher-guidance and self-guidance wrote 
longer selections containing more complex thought units 
than students w h o  were not involved in strategy use. 
Furthermore, spelling and mechanical errors declined in 
groups which were trained to use strategies as they prepared 
to write. 
The positive results indicated by the study may be 
related to factors other than strategy use as well. ~irst, 
students may have benefitted from the effects of practice 
since they were writing for three concentrated sessions 
per week. Increased instructional time may have been a 
contributing factor. Second, the students who showed 
increased time-on-task may have improved skills because 
of increased attention to the instructional lesson. 
Rather than a result of the intervention, increased time 
on-task may have been an influencing factor. Third, 
students who used strategies may have found story writing 
easier to do than those who did not. Perhaps the students 
who used strategies felt more confident and motivated to 
participate than students who did not. 
Comments About Determining 
Treatment Effects 
Levels of statistical significance are not reported 
for several reasons. First, the study is described as a 
preliminary examination of the effects of intervention, 
rather than a definitive statement of effectiveness The 
study provides the opportunity to closely examine the 
effects of cognitive strategy training on a limited basis 
within a relatively controlled academic setting. The 
use of cognitive strategies in academic areas is just 
beginning to emerge as an interest area in educational 
research and has not been studied extensively. Since 
the application of cognitive strategies to academic 
areas in general, and to written language specifically, 
has yet to be clearly described in the literature, 
this study claims to be a preliminary attempt to determine 
feasibility of further application Second, levels of 
Significance are not reported because the 
Story Star is an original planning device has not  
been previously used in research. The Story S t a r ,  
developed by the researcher specifically for  t h i s  s tudy ,  
is an early attempt to apply cognitive strategies to 
writing. 
~eeping with the perspective of plausibility, 
the more appropriate questions lie in d e t e r ~ i n i n ~  e k e  
importance and possible impact of early results in a 
field as new as cognitive strategies training. As noted 
by Tallmadge and Horst, the difficulty in developing 
and addressing relevant research questions lies not 
in determining the size of the gains but in determining 
their value. l 
For the purposes of this skudy, gain scores were 
calculated to determine the effectiveness of intervention. 
Gain scores, also referred to as difference Scores, have 
been described by Rogosa and Willet as reliable measures 
of change. Zimerman and Williams also support the u s e  
' G. Kasten Tallmadge and Donald P. Horst, A Procedural 
Guide for Validating Achievement Gains in Educational 
Projects (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government printing 
Office, 19761,  50. 
Tallmadge and Horst, 39. 
David 8. Rogosa and John B. Willet, wDemonstrating 
the Reliability of the Difference Score in the Measurement 
of Change." Journal of Educational Measurement 20, no. 4 
of gain scores to measure treatment effectiveness.' 
The 
direction of change, if any. rather than its magnitude, 
provides information crucial to a preliminary study. 
Furthermore, data regarding statistical significance of a 
preliminary study this size are of questionable value and 
may be misleading if ever reported out of context. 
Implications 
While the results of this preliminary study of the 
effects of strategy training on the written language of 
learning disabled children are not conclusive, they may 
have implications for the Learning disabled child, class- 
room instruction, curriculum development, and teacher 
training. In addition, some implications may be drawn 
regarding the assessment of learning. These implications 
are, of course, not intended to initiate change but rather 
to foster new areas of questioning. These implications 
are suggestive of new perspectives on current practices 
in the field of learning disabilities. 
Implications far the 
Learning Disabled Child 
An interesting implication which can be drawn from 
the results of this study is that intervention for the 
Donald W. Zimmerman and Richard H. Williams , "Gain 
Scores in Research Can Be H i g h l y  Reliable," Journal of 
Educational Measurement lgf no. 2 ( 1 9 8 2 ) :  149. 
learning disabled child need not, and perhaps should not. 
be limited to specific skill deficiencies. Intervention 
at the cognitive level through a strategies approach 
appears to have a positive effect in the area of written 
language. The learning disabled child has been described 
by Torgesen and others as an inactive learner who remains 
1 detached in the learning situation. By increasing 
student involvement through planning and self-monitoring 
li.e., the use of self-statements and self-questionsf, 
the learning disabled child assumes a more active role 
in learning written language. The results of this study 
suggest increased involvement through the use of cognitive 
strategies has a positive impact on the learning disabled 
child's writing progress. This implication is significant 
in the field of learning disabilities because it delays 
the emphasis on mechanical skills until the conceptual 
aspects of written language, such as thought development 
and meaning, are developed. Traditionally, the instruc- 
tional emphasis for learning disabled children has focused 
on specific skills, since skills are more readily measurable. 
A focus on cognitive strategies reflects a significant 
departure from the usual practice. 
The results of this study also imply that learning 
disabled students can learn to use cognitive strategies 
' Torgesen, "Role of Nonspecific Factors," 
successfully. 
 earning disabled children have been 
described as deficient in, or inefficient in the use of, 
cognitive strategies. l Since learning disabled students 
were able to learn and successfully apply the cognitive 
strategies of planning and self-monitoring, intervention 
in the form of strategy training appears to be appropriate. 
Of particular interest is the idea that students may 
begin to generalize learning as they impose strategies in 
a variety of situations. A strategy which is consistently 
effective and readily accessible for the child may be 
used time after time to solve other learning problems. 
Furthermore, the learning disabled child's ability to learn 
and use one strategy effectively implies the ability to 
learn other strategies as well. 
Additional implications may be made regarding the 
ability af the learning disabled child to attend to the 
learning task. The learning disabled child's distract- 
ability and limited attention span have been well-documented 
by many sources.2 Since learning disabled students who 
learned to use cognitive strategies were found to spend 
more time OM task, cognitive strategies training appears 
to have a positive effect on attention to task. These 
results are consistent with the findings of Hallahan and 
Torgesen, "Role of Nonspecific Factors," 27. 
2 Torgesen, "Role of Nonspecific Factors," 2 7  
Sapona,  who s u g g e s t  e l e m e n t a r y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  
i n c r e a s e d  o n - t a s k  b e h a v i o r  and,  t o  a  lesser d e g r e e ,  
I i n c r e a s e d  academic g a i n s  th rough  s e l f - m o n i t o r i n g .  
P e r h a p s  t h e  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  c h i l d ' s  i n c r e a s e d  invo lve -  
ment  ( r e d u c e d  p a s s i v i t y ) ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  i n c r e a s e d  t a s k  
o r i e n t a t i o n  g a i n e d  t h r o u g h  p l a n n i n g  and s e l f - m o n i t o r i n g ,  
l e a d  t o  g r e a t e r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  l e a r n i n g  t a s k .  By 
a p p l y i n g  c o g n i t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s ,  t h e  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  c h i l d  
assumes  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  l e a r n i n g  w r i t t e n  language.  
Along w i t h  a  s e n s e  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and ownership f o r  
l e a r n i n g ,  p e r h a p s  t h e  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  c h i l d  s t r e n g t h e n s  
t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  r e t a i n  o r  r e g a i n  a  freedom from d i s t r a c t -  
a b i l i t y .  
I m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  
Classroom I n s t r u c t i o n  
The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s t u d y  s u g g e s t  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  
d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  c a n  respond s u c c e s s f u l l y  t o  h i g h l y  
demanding t a s k s  when e x p e c t a t i o n s  and p r o c e d u r e s  a r e  
c l e a r  W r i t t e n  language,  s u r e l y  t h e  most d i f f i c u l t  o f  
t h e  l anguage  a r t s ,  h a s  been d e s c r i b e d  by Lerner  as t h e  
m o s t  p r e v a l e n t  a r e a  o f  d e f i c i e n c y  f o r  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  
s t u d e n t s . 2  The r e s u l t s  of  t h e  s t u d y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  
Donald P .  Ha l l ahan  and R. Sapona, " S e l f - m o n i t o r i n g  
of A t t e n t i o n  w i t h   earning Disab led  C h i l d r e n :  P a s t  Resea rch  
and C u r r e n t  I s s u e s , "  J o u r n a l  of Learn ing  D i s a b i l i t i e s  1 6 ,  
no.  10  ( 1 9 8 3 ) :  5 7 3 .  
L e r n e r ,  221.  
complex writing process can be broken down into more 
manageable units for learning disabled students. By 
expanding the writing process to include a structured 
planning stage, students are able to formulate and organize 
their thoughts before they actually begin writing. The 
planning stage, therefore, is an appropriate point for 
classroom and special education teachers to intervene. 
Training students to develop strategies such as planning 
and self-monitoring may result in improved written products. 
The results of this study suggest improvements may be 
quantitative and qualitative. 
The results of this study also support the findings 
of Poplin et ax.. which suggest that instruction in written 
language should focus for the learning disabled child on 
concept development initially and on mechanics secondly. 
1 
Learning disabled students who learned the cognitive 
strategies of planning and self-monitoring as ways to focus 
on meaningful expression were more successful on a measure 
of written language than those students who did not. 
Implications for 
Curriculum Development 
As Graves noted, one of the reasons that virtually 
no writing instruction exists in schools today is the 
Poplin et al., 4 6  
absence of the methodology to teach written language. 1 
The effectiveness of a cognitive strategies approach to 
writing suggests that written Language may indeed be 
teachable. A writing curriculum which incorporates 
ssecific cognitive strategies, such as planning devices 
and self-monitoring techniques, may provide the methodology 
needed to attain a higher level of literacy in schools. 
Implications for 
Teacher Trainina 
Whiternan also documented that teachers were not 
trained to teach written language. If learning disabled 
students, who are less proficient in language skills than 
nonlearning disabled students, can improve written languaae 
performance using cognitive strategies, it appears that 
teachers may benefit from training in the area of 
strategy development and use. The areas of cognitive 
strategies research suggested by Sheinker, Sheinker, and 
Stevens (in@., cognitive behavior modification, compre- 
hension monitoring, and metacognition), may be appropriate 
areas of emphasis to be included in teacher training pro- 
grams at both the preservice and inservice levels. 
3 
1 Graves, Balance the Basics, 5. 
Whiteman, 150. 
Sheinker et al., 2. 
Implications for the 
Assessment of Learning 
A primary difficulty in conducting this study has 
been in dealing with cognitive processes in measurable 
terms. This study relied on measures which had been pre- 
viously used by Wong and others, specifically student 
response to planning and self-monitoring procedures. 1 
obviously, some assumptions are inherent in this approach. 
One assumption is that when a student uses a planning 
device or follows standard self-monitoring procedures, 
the student demonstrates the use of cognitive strategies. 
Interestingly, self-monitoring procedures are consistent 
with the self-regulation model, which along with classical 
conditioning, operant conditioning, and observational 
learning, is a key component of behavior analysis. 2 
Behavioral proponents of the self-regulation model rely 
on performance or overt changes in behavior to determine 
effectiveness of self-regulation. Similarly, researchers 
in cognitive strategies look for observable outcomes 
which indicate that the strategy was employed, such as 
completion of the specified task or adherence to guide- 
lines. In the absence of testing inst-Wrnents which can 
C. Michael Nelson and Lewis Polsgrove, 'Behavior 
Analysis in Special Education: White Rabbit or White 
Elephant?" Remedial and Special Education 5, no. 4 ( 1 9 8 4 ) :  
directly measure cognitive activity, alternate focus or 
means of measurement are needed. Linear forms of measure- 
ment, such as observable changes in behavior over time 
or measurable differences in performance, are helpful 
but clearly incomplete. New ways to approach the assess- 
ment of learning provide a formidable challenge. Perhaps 
a multidimensional model of assessment which can at once 
measure a student's perception of the task, prior 
knawledge, attempts at resolution, and response to the 
task is an impossibility. However, a minimal expectation 
would be that the need for alternate types of assessment 
would be recognized. 
Implications for 
Future Research 
Future research may focus on several issues to provide 
a more comprehensive view of the written expression of 
learning disabled students in grades three through six. 
First, a larger number of students would enable the 
researcher to determine statistical significance of 
strategy training. Hypotheses stating the effect of 
cognitive strategy training could be tested if the sample 
size were larger than the one used for the preliminary 
study. The favorable results of this study suggest a 
larger study may be feasible. Second, an increase in the 
time allotted for the study nay be of value in monitoring 
writing progress. Writing development is a slow process 
and more time may be required to show significant gains. 
Increased time for intervention would also allow for 
determining long range effects in addition to immediate 
effects. The time lapse between pre and posttests would 
also reduce the possibility of test-retest effects. 
Future research might also address issues which were 
limitations during this study. One limitation involved 
the difficulty of isolating written language instruction 
and restricting it to the experimental situation. For 
the purposes of this study, written language activities 
which occurred outside the intervention period were 
considered practice, not instruction. It is further 
assumed that the students involved in this study 
demonstrated impairments in written language to the 
degree that they would not participate in or benefit from 
outside writing activities. Since the planning device 
and self-monitoring procedure were specifically developed 
for this study, their use was restricted to the inter- 
vention session. There were no opportunities for outside 
practice using the specific treatments. However, students 
may have gained facility, if not skills, in written 
language through outside practice. Future efforts may 
include ways to control or account for writing activities 
throughout the school day, 
Future research must consider the assessment of 
learning and determine practical ways to measure academic 
gains- To do SO, the relationship between cognitive 
activity and academic performance must be delineated and 
specified in measurable terms. Currently, the field 
of cognitive strategies research is evolving, and measure- 
ments are suggested in tentative and often difficult to 
substantiate terms. A melding of behavioral and cognitive 
perspectives is underway, as indicated by increasing 
focus on cognitive behavior modification and self- 
regulation techniques, two areas which blend disciplines. 
Future research efforts may benefit from a multidisciplinary 
approach to assessment. 
The specific planning device employed in this study 
is an original contribution to the field of cognitive 
strategies research. Its effectiveness encourages the 
development of other cognitive strategies for further 
study. Cognitive strategies, such as the planning device 
and self-monitoring procedures, have not been previously 
applied to the conceptual aspects of written language 
instruction for learning disabled students. Future 
research might extend the application of cognitive 
strategies to written language through the development and 
use of new strategies and might also attempt to apply 
strategies to other academic areas as well. 
Summary 
T h e  effectiveness of specific intervention for 
learning disabled students must be supported by research 
to ensure quality and appropriateness in instructional 
planning. A program to teach written expression to 
learning disabled students may be developed by gleaning 
information from research in the areas of writing, 
learning disabilities, and cognitive strategies. The 
specific intervention described in this study is based on 
current findings which suggest how learning disabled 
students approach a learning task. The effectiveness of 
cognitive strategies training as one alternative to 
approach the task of the written expression is suggested by 
the results of this study. 
Students who were trained in writing strategies 
performed better in general on the TOWL than students 
who were not trained in strategy use. Furthermore, students 
who learned t o  monitor their own strategy use showed greater 
gains than students whose strategy use was monitored by 
the teacher. The introduction of cognitive strategies 
emphasize planning and self-monitoring behavior 
appears to be an effective intervention in teaching written 
expression to the learning disabled child and is a viable 
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APPENDIX 
Story S t a r :  A P l a n n i n g  Device 
Sample S t o r y  Starters 
Story Star: A Planning Device 
hop tarantula snakes 
Sample Story S tar te r :  Word Bank* 
* f rom: Cartlaads of Creative s tory  s t a r t e r s  -
Guess what we found on 
.r, 
the playground 
What if you - t ~ m d  somathing SPiMl(;g on t&a 
this morning! 
Sample Story Sta r t e r :  'What if . . .?'  Statement* 
* Adapted from: Story Starters, Primary 
Just as we got into OUF seats, the crrcus began. 
Sample S t o r y  S t a r t e r :  Topic Sentence* 
* Adapted from: S t o r y  S t a r t e r s ,  P r i r n a q  - 
